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Abstract
This action research study aimed to better understand the experiences with distance learning in a
small, regional Catholic school during the 2020-2021 school year during the COVID-19
pandemic. Teachers, students, and parents each have unique perceptions of distance learning. An
explanatory, mixed methods design was used to assess their feelings around community and
academics. Mixed methods allow for multiple data sources which creates triangulation of data,
increasing the validity of the study (Creswell, 2014). Self-report surveys were administered to all
three stakeholder groups. Data were collected and analyzed. Each stakeholder group was broken
into subgroups with an emphasis on in-person and distance learners’ perceptions. The in-person
learners acted as a comparison group to help see deficits in the experiences of distance learners.
A follow-up teacher interview helped enrich the survey data. When taken together, areas of
concern were identified. The main areas of concern centered around teacher-student relationships
and the use of technology. Five recommendations are made to enhance the experience of
distance learners.
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MAINTAINING HIGH-QUALITY COMMUNITY AND ACADEMICS IN DISTANCE
LEARNING:
A COVID-19 ACTION RESEARCH CASE STUDY

CHAPTER 1
INTRODUCTION
Background
In December of 2019, world news broke out about a new virus detected in the Wuhan
province in China that came to be called COVID-19. This new virus spread quickly across the
globe and was labeled a pandemic by the World Health Organization on March 11, 2020
(Centers for Disease Control and Prevention, 2020). As schools in other countries began to close
their in-person operations, preliminary ideas for distance learning began to be discussed in
educational circles (Zhu & Liu, 2020). By March, states across the United States began
suggested or mandatory stay-at-home orders (National Academy for State Public Health, 2020).
Within these states, schools were forced to close down their physical buildings out of concern for
the health and safety of staff, students, and the general populace. As the virus continued to force
extreme measures, schools were left to make decisions that would change how students would
continue to be educated during this unique time period. This action research study was set at
Regional Catholic School (RCS) and was the second cycle of an action research process that
began in March 2020 in response to the growing global pandemic. The study focused on the
efforts made in the 2020-2021 school year as the school used distance learning over a sustained
period of time for the first time.
Statement of the Action Research Problem
During the 2020-2021 school year, the United States, along with countries worldwide,
had to come to grips with how to safely and authentically educate students in the context of a
2

global pandemic. The global pandemic brought to light public safety practices of physical
distancing, mask wearing, and cleaning the air and surfaces around us. This added layers of
school protocols and safety measures for the whole community to follow, including reducing
class sizes, adding infrastructure to the school to ensure safety, and modifying schedules to
reduce cross contamination of groups. It also is noteworthy to mention that some families felt it
was safest to stay at home, so providing equitable education for those in school and those online
was an additional requirement of the school. In this action research study of a Junior
Kindergarten (JK)-8 private school in Virginia during the COVID-19 Pandemic of 2020-2021,
this study examined the degree to which this school community demonstrated that distance
learning could both foster a genuine sense of community and provide a quality education.
Context of the Action Research Study
The study took place in RCS, located within a mid-Atlantic Catholic Diocese (MACD).
Due to the COVID-19 virus, the RCS building was closed on March 13, 2020, and reopened on
August 24, 2020. RCS had to create a way to continue to educate its students for the remainder
of the 2019-2020 school year and recreate in-school and at-home educational systems for the
2020-2021 school year. It was the focus of this action research study to understand the
development of the necessary educational modifications and their impact on RCS, including the
administration, teachers, students, and parents.
Information Related to the Organization
The MACD serves more than 9,000 students in 29 schools. MACD serves as the central
office and governance for these 29 schools. MACD publishes the curriculum used in its schools,
sets the calendar, and determines the overall educational philosophy. RCS, as a member of the
MACD, must align its policies and procedures to those of MACD but is afforded flexibility in
3

how they are implemented. Due to this flexibility, RCS has a Bring Your Own Device (BYOD)
policy in place for students in sixth through eighth grades. They also provide Chromebook carts
for Grades 3-5, and iPads for students in JK-2.
Demographics. During the 2020-2021 school year, RCS had 302 students in grades JK8. RCS’s demographics did not represent the local area’s public school make-up and varied from
the MACD. While the diversity of RCS has been changing regarding race, socio-economic
status, and students with disabilities, the student population was mostly Caucasian and from
middle to high-income families.
Table 1
Student Demographics
Race

Mid-Atlantic

Regional Catholic

Local Public

Catholic Diocese

School

District

n = 6,845

n = 302

n = 14,381

White

73%

83%

77%

Asian

6%

2%

5%

American Indian/Native Alaskan

2%

0%

0%

Black/African American

8%

4%

11%

Hawaiian/Pacific Islander

1%

0%

0%

Two or More Races

10%

11%

7%

The average tuition assistance given across all students in the MACD was $2,894 per
student; at RCS, the average tuition assistance was $1,750 per student. At the beginning of the
2020-2021 school year, MACD had 440 students accessing their education virtually. RCS made
up 11.4% of the total MACD virtual population with 50 students choosing distance learning.
4

The action research team, which consisted of the RCS principal, assistant principal, and
IT coordinator, led cycle one of action research during Spring 2020. They worked to find
solutions to problems that were discovered during the rapidly changing situation as teachers and
students worked in this new format. Instructional videos, group virtual meetings, and one-on-one
meetings were utilized to help teachers to be able to use the various methods needed for the
success of distance learning. The team worked with teachers and students to understand their
perspective on this new learning arrangement, what worked well, and what the administration,
teachers, and staff needed to build upon or change going forward. They also worked with parents
to better understand how RCS was meeting the needs of their family. The Action Research Team
then built on what was learned in the first action research cycle to plan and execute changes for
the second round.
Spring 2020: Action Research Cycle 1
The response to the COVID-19 pandemic evolved quickly from late February 2020
through early March. The administration of RCS began its first of many communications about
COVID-19 pandemic, under the guidance of the MACD.
● On February 27, 2020, a letter was sent home informing parents that the
administrators of RCS were aware of the growing concern about COVID-19 and were
monitoring communications from the World Health Organization and the Centers for
Disease Control and Prevention for guidance.
●

On March 5, 2020, a letter to parents was issued by the MACD reiterating policies
and procedures set forth by the Centers for Disease Control and Prevention, and RCS
added reminders about the school's sick policy.

5

●

A robocall by the RCS administration on March 11, 2020, informed parents that RCS
was beginning to work on contingency plans for continued education of its students.

●

By March 12, 2020, the administration began to cancel upcoming events and prohibit
the use of its building and grounds to outside organizations, and continued to monitor
communications from the MACD, the World Health Organization, and the Centers
for Disease Control and Prevention.

●

On March 13, 2020, the decision was made by the Superintendent of Catholic
Schools to follow the guidance of the local school district’s policies on closure. On
the same day, RCS’s local public school district made the decision to close schools
for a 2-week period causing RCS to do so as well.

Students were asked to take home materials they would need to continue work for the
next two weeks. Parents were informed that RCS would be closed to students on March 16 and
17 for professional development on distance learning. Distance learning refers to educational
practices that happen away from the physical school building (Park & Shea, 2020). Thus began
the first phase of this action research project, conducted quickly in a rapidly evolving situation.
A new communication software platform, Slack, was put in place for the faculty and staff
to be able to communicate in an efficient manner. During those 2 days of professional
development, the action research team met with the faculty and staff to roll out a plan to educate
their students through distance learning. During this professional development session, three
main topics were discussed: (a) immediate curricular concerns, (b) adjusting faculty mindsets to
distance learning, and (c) execution. The most immediate instructional concerns included:
●

actual seat hours required

●

adhering to the MACD’s prescribed curriculum
6

●

continuation of the middle school advisory program

●

a decision not to introduce new software platforms for JK-5th grade students

Teachers received instruction and training that included teaching new content in a purely
digital and virtual setting, how to give good feedback, how to assess student work, and finding
ways for students to see and hear teachers. The administrative team reassured faculty and staff
that, because this manner of instruction was so new, failures were not only likely, they were
expected and accepted. Finally, we discussed new daily procedures that were put in place that
would help the faculty and staff efficiently enact the emergency plans. Teachers were directed to
use Slack for daily check-in and check-out with the administrative team. This served two
purposes: accountability and feedback. During the check-out at the end of each day, teachers
were asked to answer three questions:
1) How did the day go?
2) What were any problems faced?
3) What were your successes?
This work set the stage for how RCS would implement distance learning during a crisis.
Cycle 1 Plans. At RCS, teachers are divided into four different hallway teams: Lower
Elementary (JK through second grade), Upper Elementary (third through fifth grade), Middle
School (sixth through eighth grade), and Specialists (art, music, library, and physical education).
Teachers met by hallway teams to plan what would best fit for their students both logistically and
developmentally. While RCS uses hallway leaders in four different areas, it is mainly for
communication and consistency in the building. As the new paradigm of teaching began to
develop, the action research team requested that instructional plans be developed utilizing
technology that was deemed developmentally appropriate by the teachers and administration of
7

RCS. Each hallway team was tasked with submitting a tentative instructional plan for how they
would address distance learning for the upcoming two weeks. Hallway teams submitted different
plans due to differing uses of technology by hallways prior to the pandemic. They were able to
rely upon this background knowledge to allow students to access instructions, attend class
meetings, contact teachers, and turn-in assignments. The decisions for which grades would use
which technologies and how in-depth they would use that technology was determined by
administration.
In Lower Elementary, teachers focused on the use of packet pickup of hard copies of
instructional materials. Teachers in first grade used a web-based application, Seesaw, as well to
provide feedback on assignments. This corresponded with the technology used in the classrooms
pre-COVID. The Lower and Upper elementary hallway teams, except for fifth grade, decided to
send home packets of work, printed materials by subject matter used for instruction and
assessment, to last through April 3, 2020. The staff considered paper and pencil assignments to
be developmentally appropriate and consistent with the way their classrooms functioned for the
age groups of students involved. Third and fourth grades also used Google Classroom to help
supplement materials in a manner consistent with earlier classroom use.
In contrast, fifth grade and Middle School plans focused on the use of Google classroom.
The Grades 5-8 team decided to solely use Google Classroom, Chat and Meet. Fifth grade joined
the middle school teams plan as they had been using Google Classroom throughout the school
year already and the students were familiar with it. New content was to be taught through direct
instruction videos, while assessments were to be completed and collected by photo via email to
the teacher or through Google Classroom. Teachers maintained daily office hours on Google
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Meet so students could interact and ask questions about the content. Students also met with their
advisors each day via Google Meet.
The Specialist team was tasked with finding ways to deliver their content to students for
their specific curriculum. The Art specialist sent home supplies in packets and gave exemplars
for art projects to be completed. The Music specialist used sight reading videos and links to
homemade instruments. The Librarian made pre-recorded videos of read-alouds and allowed
students to check out books via the packets. The Physical Education specialist created videos for
physical fitness activities and held a virtual field day.
On March 23, 2020, the Governor announced the closure of all school buildings for the
remainder of the 2019-2020 school year. Like many other schools across the world, RCS
transitioned from a traditional face-to-face school to one that educated its students through a
distance learning model. The plan, originally developed to deal with a 2-week closure, quickly
had to be converted to a school-wide plan viable for the remainder of the school year. In the
spirit of action research, the action research team made the choice to re-evaluate the instructional
plans that had been implemented and make any necessary changes based on the prior 2 weeks.
The action research team concluded that it was to the benefit of their students to continue
educating them as closely as they could to the experience they would have had in the building.
With the closure of the school building for the remainder of the academic year, the
faculty and staff of RCS needed to create a plan that would allow for continued education for
their students. Because everyone was so new to delivering instruction and assessing students in a
distance format, teachers, students, and parents had to work with one another to establish norms,
continue coursework, and ensure the best outcome under these circumstances. However, the staff
at RCS quickly realized that while they were doing their best given the challenging
9

circumstances, it was less than ideal. As Fisher et al. (2020) asserted, “To be clear, the pandemic
teaching of 2020 was really not distance learning. It was also not homeschooling, which is a
choice parents make for very specific reasons. It was crisis teaching” (p. 1).
The importance of this work was further highlighted with decisions about the 2020-2021
school year looming. On June 18, MACD told the administration of RCS that they would do
everything in their power to be able to reopen school buildings in August 2020. Anticipating that
students would once again attend in-person added an additional layer of necessary planning in
order to provide a safe environment where all could learn and work. In addition, the recognition
that not all families would feel comfortable sending their students back to the physical building
meant planning for concurrent in person and online instruction.
The action research study presented in this paper was grounded in assessing the successes
and failures of distance learning during the period of crisis teaching in the Spring of 2020, the
first half of the 2020-2021 school year, and recommendations for the future. The first cycle of
action research emerged in the context of a sudden, unexpected change in the structure of
instruction at RCS. The findings from this first cycle were the basis on which the action research
team planned for the reopening in August 2020. It also set the stage for a plan that could be used
should any situation arise that would cause them to have to take this approach again in the future.
The context of Spring 2020 was critical to the planning of the 2020-2021 school year.
Cycle 1 Results. As part of Cycle 1 of action research, the action research team
administered three surveys. Two of the surveys were developed by MACD and one was
developed by the action research team at RCS. The MACD’s surveys were used to ascertain
teacher and parent perceptions of the distance teaching during spring 2020 while the RCS survey
was to ascertain teachers’ and parents’ comfort with returning to the building. These surveys
10

provided useful, if somewhat flawed information. The MACD surveys used various response
scales that did not allow for easy comparison across dimensions. The Likert scale used by the
MACD varied from question to question (e.g., often, sometimes, never versus strongly agree to
strongly disagree). The three Cycle 1 surveys were only given to teachers and parents, leaving
out a vital stakeholder group, the students.
Based on the survey data from these three surveys, the action research team identified the
following as significant concerns: (a) the initial use of Google Meet did not reach all students,
causing a loss of community feel and weakening teacher-student relationships at RCS, and (b)
asynchronous learning did not provide the same level of academic rigor expected at RCS.
Seventy-three percent of teachers reported that the technology platforms used (Google
Meet and Google Classroom) met their needs. While most teachers (86%) felt they met their
students' needs, 64% of teachers said there was a lack of student engagement. Half of the 20192020 staff requested professional development centered around engaging students more
effectively. Although 82% of teachers felt comfortable continuing to teach in the distance
format, only 59% of them felt that some distance learning should be incorporated into traditional
schooling for the upcoming school year.
Parents reported very few issues with having technological devices (5%) and internet
access (0.5%). This is not surprising given the socio-economic profile of RCS. Due to the mainly
asynchronous nature of academic programming, 80% of parents stated their students needed help
and 72% of parents reported their student(s) came to them first with questions, instead of the
teacher. A majority (58%) of parents reported helping their student(s) was harder than they
expected. Despite these challenges, 60% of parents reported that the school met their child’s
academic needs. However, their students' sense of community was negatively impacted. Parents
11

reported that most days, students felt lonely (80%) and that they had no connection to friends
(80%). They were also disappointed about not having clubs and activities (92%). Parents
nonetheless reported teachers cared about students (88%) and were available for them (84%).
As the start of the new school year drew closer, RCS, using data from the MACD surveys
and observations from Cycle 1, surveyed the teachers and parents about their comfort returning
to in-person learning. Both groups were asked about their comfort level returning if physical
distancing was at six feet without masks, four feet with masks, four feet without masks, three
feet with masks, three feet without masks and virtual only. All teachers responded to the survey
and 95% of parents responded. See Table 2 for a breakdown of their responses.
Table 2
Regional Catholic School Survey Data at the End of Cycle 1
Physical Distancing and
Comfort with Masks

Teachers

Parents

6’ without masks

86%

72%

4’ with masks

96%

70%

4’ without masks

64%

52%

3’ with masks

86%

55%

3’ without masks

50%

46%

Distance Only

100%

77%

As Cycle 1 came to an end, it was clear that changes were needed as RCS began to
prepare for the start of a new school year and the start of Cycle 2. With 23% of families
unwilling to return to RCS if solely distanced without masks, and 27% of families wishing to
remain with a distance learning format, it was clear that RCS had to make changes to the
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academic program it utilized to end the 2019-2020 school year. Those changes became the basis
for the beginning of Cycle 2 for the 2020-2021 school year.
Action Research Cycle 2
During the second, more formal, action research cycle during the 2020-2021 school year,
the action research team worked with teachers to better understand technological options for
instruction. It was our goal to find modes of instruction that could work in digital format,
allowing those students who were learning from home to maintain a sense of community and
learn as they would if they were in-person. From August to December, the action research team
implemented the plans made over the summer. Then, teachers, students, and parents were
surveyed in January to assess where needs might still exist and to help determine whether the
interventions tried had had the desired effect.
While RCS was proud of the crisis education plan used to serve their community in
Spring 2020, it was very different from teaching best practices. Utilizing what was learned,
educators would likely benefit from increased training and professional input on how to best use
technology to implement distance learning. The distance learning plan studied was intended to
ensure that RCS was able to maintain the level of education that parents expect from RCS.
Although most students (83.5%) returned to in-person learning, 50 (16.5%) accessed the
curriculum and their teachers virtually during the Fall 2020-2021 semester. The goal was for
students to benefit by being able to maintain their education during this unique time and by
having a clear and consistent avenue for their voices to be heard. In addition, we hoped that
parents would benefit from increased understanding of the research-based methods that were
utilized to ensure quality teaching and learning was taking place at RCS and be comforted by the
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in-depth look into all of the ways RCS was ensuring a safe and stable learning environment for
their student(s).
Brief Description of the Action Research Intervention
The action research model followed for this study was Lewin’s Action Research Spiral
that includes seven steps: identify a general idea, engage in fact finding, plan, take first action
step, evaluate, amend the plan, take second action step (Mertler, 2009). The goal of this study
was to revisit the planning for the conversion to distance learning undertaken during the spring
of 2020 and to gather information to allow for these plans to be amended. The study was
designed to examine the implementation of concurrent distance and in-person learning using
findings to fine-tune RCS’s plans. The second action cycle began during the Fall 2020-2021
semester. RCS began offering both in-person and virtual synchronous learning environments.
Teachers used cameras, lapel mics, and Google Meet to interact with students at home as if they
were in the classroom. Virtual learners were required to follow the same schedule and participate
in class. In this action cycle, RCS combined their knowledge of in-person and digital best
practices to ensure that quality instruction continued for the students of RCS and created a
formalized plan for distance learning in the future. Using the pragmatic approach that “focuses
primarily on data that is found useful for stakeholders” (Mertens & Wilson, 2012, p. 41), I
focused on data collection, applying data to the problem, and trying various solutions to assess
impact. Mixed methods allow for multiple data sources which creates triangulation of data,
increasing the validity of the study (Creswell, 2014).
This action research project was guided by the research-based practices in The Distance
Learning Playbook Grades K-12, by Fisher et al. (2020). This book is grounded in the visible
learning constructs identified by John Hattie (2012) in a book by the same name, the product of
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his meta-analysis studying the effect sizes of different instructional strategies. As shown in Table
3, each module of this book guided the mindset, planning, implementation, and analysis of
distance learning. The action research team led teachers at RCS through Modules 3–8. Modules
1, 2, and 9 were not included as the action research team deemed them less relevant to the RCS
context. The purpose was to draw teachers’ attention to the goals of each module, give
suggestions for how to keep those goals in the forefront of planning, and to allow teachers to use
their expertise as educators to reach both in-person and distance learners. When these modules
are put into practice, they not only help foster academic success but can foster a robust sense of
community. Teachers, students, and parents were surveyed on their perceptions of RCS’s ability
to implement the research-based methods from each module.
Table 3
Goal of Each Module
Module

Goals

Teacher-Student
Relationships

Maintain healthy relationships and cultivating open classrooms

Teacher Credibility

Establish and maintain credibility

Teacher Clarity

Ability to organize, explain, guide and assess

Engaging Tasks

Recognize the difference in active and passive engagement and
disengagement

Planning Instructional Units Design lessons with purpose focused on student learning
Feedback, Assessment, and
Grading

Redefine the use of formative and summative evaluation and the
impact of timely feedback
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Distance learning was thrust upon RCS suddenly as it was in many other schools across
the world. All schools needed to find a way to educate their students; however, RCS wanted to
be sure that the interventions they selected were studied for failures and successes. The focus of
this study was to assess the initial plan of action and utilize feedback from teachers, students, and
parents to best determine corrective actions needed for success.
Action Research Questions
The purpose of this study was to work collectively with stakeholders to ensure that RCS
maintained a sense of community and that high quality teaching and learning took place. By
engaging in action research, specific interventions at RCS were utilized and RCS continually
assessed the successes and opportunities for growth based on these specific interventions. The
following research questions drove this inquiry:
1. In what ways do teachers, students, and parents perceive that teacher-student
relationships, teacher credibility, and use of technology used during concurrent distance
learning promoted a sense of community among students?
2. How did teachers, students, and parents perceive that clarity, engaging tasks, planning
instructional units, feedback, assessment, and use of technology impacted instruction
during concurrent distance learning?
Question 1 provided information centered around teacher-student relationships, teacher
credibility, and technology during concurrent distance learning as these are salient factors in
building and maintaining community (Fisher et al., 2020). Additionally, it helped RCS
administration and teachers understand the perspective of the parents and students, as they were
an active part of the community as well. Data sources included teacher, student, and parent
surveys, as well as the semi-structured focus group interview with teachers. These data sources
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and the information gleaned from them were used to inform future modifications and adaptations
to make the entire community feel valued and well served during distance learning experiences.
Question 2 provided information on stakeholder satisfaction surrounding engaging tasks,
teacher clarity, planning, feedback, and technology occurring in the classroom during distance
learning experiences. The action research team of RCS worked with teachers and students to
determine what worked well during the late spring 2020, how instruction evolved over time, and
what lessons were learned during this new model. Data sources included teacher, student, and
parent surveys, as well as the semi-structured focus-group interview with teachers.
Significance of the Study
While a global pandemic was the cause for this study, there is potential for this research
to lead to improved educational opportunities beyond this novel time. If students can receive
meaningful instruction and maintaining a sense of community while learning at a distance, it can
change the opportunities for homebound students. For private education specifically, it could
offer a way to bolster enrollment, allowing homeschooling students the opportunity to take
content specific classes. Increasing the level of instruction and student-teacher-peer connection
using technology could have a major impact on the way education is delivered across the globe.
Definitions of Terms
Asynchronous Learning - Students working at their own pace on teacher prepared materials and
lessons with limited or no interaction with live instruction. Asynchronous situations are
both time and geographically insensitive (King et al., 2001).
BYOD - Bring Your Own Device - a program where students must provide their own technology
device, such as tablet, laptop, or smartphone, to access the internet during school hours.
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Concurrent Distance Learning – In-person and synchronous instruction happening
simultaneously both in and away from the physical school building.
Digital Learning - Use of technology to access the teacher and curriculum in real-time both inperson and away from the physical building.
Distance Learning - Educational practices that happen away from the physical school building
(Park & Shea, 2020).
Google Chat - a messaging platform built for teams to collaborate easily and efficiently, through
virtual individual and group messaging. (https://gsuite.google.com/products/chat/)
Google Classroom - an internet-based tool that helps teachers manage coursework. With Google
Classroom, educators can create online classes, distribute and grade assignments, and
send feedback, all from the same digital platform.
(https://edu.google.com/products/classroom/?modal_active=none)
Google Meet - a video conferencing application that is part of the Google Suite.
Seesaw - a digital tool that allows teachers and students to provide work, submit assignments,
and provide feedback.
Slack - a single web application for messaging, tools, and files that helps groups collaborate with
each other. (https://slack.com/features)
Synchronous Learning - students working in real time with their teacher and classmates utilizing
digital learning tools. Synchronous learning provides time sensitive help but requires
connectivity which could result in geographical insensitivity (King et al., 2001).
Virtual Learning - educational opportunities that take place via technology using various
software programs typically done during distance learning but also possible within the
classroom.
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CHAPTER 2
REVIEW OF RELATED LITERATURE
Hattie (2009) sought to look at what teachers do in the classroom, what practices are
considered to be best practices, and what effect (if any) those practices have on students. This
work was done by synthesizing meta-analyses of educational practices. Hattie used an effect size
of 0.40 as a beginning point to have conversations about effective practices (p. 17). This is not to
say that items with an effect size lower than 0.40 are bad practices; rather, that there should be a
conversation about why and how they are being used. Education is a complex system with a
multitude of variables in play at all times. While it is hard to distinguish which of those variables
has an effect, Hattie made an attempt to isolate them. These high-impact variables, as used by
Fisher et al. (2020) in The Distance Learning Playbook Grades K-12 were the thematic basis for
this study.
More literature on virtual and distance learning was found. Searches were conducted on
the databases Academic Search Complete and Web of Science. The Boolean phrase “digital OR
distance OR virtual OR online AND learning” was used. Inclusion factors included peerreviewed articles, written in English, conducted within the last 20 years, and centered around K12 classrooms. Studies focusing on student academic outcomes, digital and distance best
practices, and the K-12 classroom context were screened for during the abstract screening
process. Given that this literature drives how building-level decisions are made in the best
interest of student learning, exclusion factors included studies that were too specialized on a
certain subject, studies that focused on teacher effects or learning, and studies in which the
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students had no interaction with a human teacher. These searches yielded articles that helped
frame best teaching and learning practices in a digital and virtual K-12 classroom setting.
A review of literature related to distance learning for JK-8 students revealed that the
pandemic has created an imperative for this kind of study. It is expected that more emergent
studies will emerge throughout the duration of this pandemic and beyond. However, themes
being addressed in this study: community, teacher-student relationships, teacher credibility,
teacher clarity, student engagement, and feedback, in the context of distance learning did provide
valuable insight to the work being done at Regional Catholic School (RCS) amid the global
pandemic. The vast majority of the literature reviewed involved meta-analyses of what practices
have an effect on students.
Community
Community is “a feeling that members have of belonging, a feeling that members matter
to one another and to the group, and a shared faith that members’ needs will be met through their
commitment to be together” (McMillan, 1976, as cited in McMillan & Chavis, 1986, p. 9). This
multidimensional view of community reflects the interpersonal and intrapersonal dynamics that
can be fostered by school and classroom contexts. Four main aspects create a sense of
community that can be found in schools: membership, influence, reinforcement, and shared
emotional connection (McMillan & Chavis, 1986). Students can experience these aspects in both
the classroom and the school as a whole. Membership is achieved once students and teachers
create a sense of personal connection. To foster community in a classroom, students should feel
they can make a personal impact on the school; otherwise, a student would feel that their
presence or absence makes no difference. Reinforcement refers to student needs being met by the
school through learning materials, access to the curriculum, and connection to the teacher.
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Finally, a student's sense of emotional connection comes from having shared experiences and
history with classmates and others at the school.
Traditional classroom placements by definition are cohorts and by nature create
membership, which can extend to distance learning. The cohort model in education helps foster a
sense of community. Cohorts provide a supportive community and “help students develop a
sense of belonging” (S. Berry, 2019, p. 182). This model can occur in-person or within distance
learning during class assignments.
Hattie found that school communities center around the school climate and had an effect
size of .43.
A school’s social and environmental context, often called ‘school culture’ or ‘learning
environment.’ A robust community is difficult to define, but is often felt by its members,
making it an integral aspect of school success. School climate may include a school’s
physical characteristics and the relationships between parents, teachers, administrators,
and students. (School Climate, 2021)
When looking at community in the educational setting, it is important to understand that a sense
of belonging is related to students’ academic achievement.
Teacher-Student Relationships
Teacher-student relationships are vital to a student’s learning experience. Hattie (n.d.)
found these relationships to have an effect size of 0.48. Students, as a whole, do not perform for
teachers they do not like or feel do not like them. Cornelius-White (2007) identified five tenets
of successful relationship building: teacher empathy, unconditional positive regard, genuineness,
non-directivity, and encouragement of critical thinking. A critical shift in Cornelius-White’s
study was the perspective that these relationships meant a learner-centered classroom. This type
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of classroom engages in constructivist techniques in which the students are guided through
learning as opposed to being handed information. “Teacher-child relationships influence social
and cognitive outcomes as early as preschool and continue to influence students’ social and
intellectual development throughout childhood and adolescence” (Davis, 2003, p. 208). By
building these relationships, classrooms as a whole can function in a more meaningful,
productive way.
Self-determination theory, as outlined by McHugh and colleagues (2013), presents the
three basic needs of autonomy, competence, and relatedness. All three can be positively or
negatively affected by relationships that students have with their teachers, making it crucial to
understand what helps build positive, productive relationships. Factors that help build these
positive relationships are students feeling like their teachers notice and care about them,
encourage them, and connect with them. "Teachers share the responsibility of parents to
encourage children to value not only academic achievement but also the self-regulation of
academic and social behavior" (Davis, 2003, p. 215).
The research literature on teacher-student relationships in a virtual setting is sparse.
Teachers in these settings will need to be cognizant of what has been shown to work within the
regular classroom setting and will likely need to employ similar behaviors with students who are
practicing distance learning in order to ensure they remain engaged.
Credibility
Teacher credibility centers around four key components: trust, competence, dynamism,
and immediacy. Finn et al. (2009) noted that “teacher credibility has emerged as one of several
key factors affecting teacher-student interactions and outcomes” (p. 517). When the four key
components are taken in combination, credibility has an effect size of 1.09. Like most effective
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methods, however, credibility is difficult to replicate and does not work the same for all students
(Fisher et al., 2020, p. 66).
Trust or trustworthiness is linked to success in the classroom. “Trust is one’s willingness
to be vulnerable to another based on the confidence that the other is benevolent, honest, open,
reliable and competent” (Tschannen-Moran, 2004, p. 17). Five main factors emerge that allow
trust to develop in teacher-student relationships: benevolence, honesty, openness, reliability, and
competency (Hoy & Tschannen-Moran, 1999). Benevolence is the notion that a student’s wellbeing will be protected by the teacher at all times. Honesty allows statements and deeds to reflect
what really happened and ensures that blame will not be misplaced. Students must know that
teachers are willing and able to be honest with them and at all times. Openness allows students to
understand that the teacher is also vulnerable with them by giving of themselves. Reliability is
meant to show students that there is consistency but only when mixed with the other facets of
trust.
Competency creates a sense for students that the teacher has the skills needed to do the
job (Hoy & Tschannen-Moran, 1999). Students know that teachers are competent when they see
them as experts in the classroom, modeling organization and facilitating coherent lessons. “When
teachers change their instructional strategies too frequently, students believe that they are not
competent” (Fisher et al., 2020, p. 73). Competency ties to all of the other aspects discussed here.
In the meta analysis conducted by Finn and colleagues (2009), competency emerged as a theme
across all studies as a major contributor to teacher credibility.
Dynamism focuses on the passion a teacher has for their content and profession. Students
know when teachers are not excited about their lessons. Teachers who express enthusiasm bring
dynamism to their classrooms. “There are a number of ways to demonstrate enthusiasm,
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including the tone in your voice, the emotional stories you tell, or the presentation techniques
you use. Students should know you care about your content” (Fisher et al., 2020, p. 75).
Immediacy focuses on students' perceptions of accessibility and reliability. This feeling
helps students to know that learning is important. Immediacy has its roots in social psychology.
Mehrabian (1971, as cited in Fisher et al., 2020) stated, “people are drawn toward personas and
things they like, evaluate highly, and prefer; and they avoid or move away from things they
dislike, evaluate negatively, or do not prefer” (p. 76). Students therefore are drawn toward
teachers they feel are accessible and perform better for them as opposed to teachers they feel are
inaccessible. Calling students by name, smiling, making eye contact, and using vocal variety can
increase a teacher's perceived immediacy (Fisher et al., 2020).
Studies on credibility bore two major findings: credibility has a strong effect size on
student learning and perceived caring is a key factor in credibility (Finn et al., 2009). When
teachers are found credible by their students, the students are more likely to engage with the
teacher, fellow students, and the content. When teachers are not deemed credible, students are
more likely to lose interest and disengage.
Clarity
In his meta-analysis, Hattie (2009) found that teacher clarity had an effect size of 0.75 (p.
126). This effect size suggests that teacher clarity is an important factor for student achievement.
According to Chesebro and McCroskey (1998), teacher clarity is “a variable which represents the
process by which an instructor is able to effectively stimulate the desired meaning of course
content” (p. 262). The initial research into teacher clarity (Rosenshine & First, 1971) found that
teacher clarity was the strongest of 11 teacher behaviors examined (Titsworth et al., 2015). For
our purposes, we will define clarity in utilizing three of the four-part model presented by Fendick
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(1990; as cited in Fisher et al., 2020, p. 80): organization, explanation, and examples.
Assessment of student learning is the fourth part of the model and was not examined in clarity; it
was reviewed in feedback.
Initial studies of teacher clarity were grounded in educational psychology and focused
primarily on information processing. Clarity meant that teachers held the information, providing
it to students who then were tasked with processing the information. A high degree of clarity
helps students process, retain, and recall information (Titsworth et al., 2015). According to
Meyer (1977), “meaningful learning occurs when students receive information, can integrate
new information to existing schema, and can then activate appropriate schema to accomplish
tasks” (as cited in Titsworth et al., 2015, p. 387). As teachers become more intentional about
clarity, students are better able to perform.
Early attempts to measure clarity attempted to find a way to make clarity quantifiable.
The Teacher Clarity Short Inventory by Chesebro and McCroskey (1998) has become a widely
used and reliable measure of clarity. Researchers who have used the Teacher Clarity Short
Inventory have asserted a causal link between clarity and student achievement. Smith and Land
(1981) also looked at vagueness of teacher pedagogy and how it relates to teacher clarity.
Titsworth et al. (2015) found that employing vague language, using word mazes, and making
vocalized pauses resulted in poor clarity, leading to a lower level of student achievement and
cognitive learning.
Best practices of teacher clarity, as outlined by (Fisher et al., 2020), starts with the
standards of learning. Then a teacher needs to create a logical flow of lessons to meet those
standards. As part of the lesson, students need to understand learning intentions or objectives and
be told how to be successful. Finally, teachers need to make the content relevant to the students.
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When taken together, clarity centers around the planned flow of information from teacher to
student in the classroom.
Engagement
To understand student engagement, I drew on Fredricks and colleagues’ (2004)
engagement theory, which proposes three distinct ways students connect to learning including
cognitive (e.g., mental involvement to complete complex tasks), behavioral (e.g., staying on-task
and completing assignments), and affective (e.g., excitement and other emotions involved in the
learning task). It is important to represent engagement as a multidimensional concept, as research
has shown that engagement can manifest in a variety of ways (Wang et al., 2016). To expand,
Fredericks and colleagues (2004) state that cognitive engagement relies on students investing
energy in thoughtfully carrying out a task and willingly seeing it through to completion.
Cognitive engagement is enhanced during certain classroom activities such as students engaging
in dialogue with their teacher and classmates. Behavioral engagement is closely related to
participation and can be academic, social, or extra-curricular in nature. All three facets of
behavioral engagement can create a beneficial academic outcome. Affective engagement has
positive and negative effects that coincide with positive and negative emotions that arise in the
classroom. These emotions can be brought on by human or institutional factors within the
education setting. Lastly, it is important to note that while school-level interventions have been
shown to affect behavioral engagement, teacher effects have been shown to positively influence
all three types of engagement. This highlights the critical role teachers, and the lessons they plan,
have on student engagement.
Student engagement also facilitates a highly constructivist mindset in which students are
creating their own schema to explain phenomena around them (Erdogan & Campbell, 2008).
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Erdogan and Campbell found that the ways teachers employ questions directly affected
engagement, creating either high or low constructivist settings. The key to student academic
achievement and greater understanding is asking not only a lot of questions to activate student
engagement, but asking open and complex questions that will have students thinking deeply to
provide unique and thoughtful answers. This practice ties to high cognitive engagement and
gives teachers a concrete example of how to employ specific strategies in their classrooms.
Measuring student engagement is a complex topic as well. A. Berry (2020) noted that,
more than the mere presence or absence of engagement, there exists a continuum of engagement
that involves how actively engaged or disengaged students are. On the engaged side of the
spectrum are actions that include participating, investing, and driving, each requiring more
involvement by the student. A student who is passively participating is not engaged as
thoroughly as someone investing cognitive effort in the class, and both are less engaged than
someone driving conversations and projects. Those drivers have a positive influence of helping
others to engage more deeply. Likewise, on the disengaged side are behaviors that include
withdrawing, avoiding, and disrupting, each signifying more active levels of disengagement.
Simply withdrawing from class activities is quite passive. Actively avoiding lesson components
reflects a higher level of disengagement, while disrupting means flagrantly exerting one’s
disengagement, and carries the risk of disengaging others. This brings to light how students can
be involved in class, in both positive and negative ways, and is more representative of the broad
spectrum of learners in the classroom and how they may be showing engagement and
disengagement.
In Hattie’s (2009) meta-analysis, engagement has an effect size of 0.48 but when broken
out into subsets could be both higher or lower. For example, the effect size is 1.09 when
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discussing. Questioning and answering lowers to .47 when students are bored (p. 49). It is
important that teachers working in a virtual environment focus on engaging the students and not
just on the digital tools that allow them to connect.
Planning
Planning, which is defined as, “an explicit focus on planning and the use of time, based
on which the students have to determine how they are going to perform and what they will need
to perform well” (Planning and Prediction, 2020) has an effect size of 0.75. According to Yinger
(1980) the planning process should: specify objectives, select learning activities, organize
learning activities, and specify evaluation procedures. Students should know what they are going
to learn, how they are going to learn it, and how they will be assessed on their work. When a
teacher effectively plans for learning, it is apparent to those in the classroom (Stronge, 2018).
Regardless of how a teacher plans, evidence of planning includes seeing learning objectives and
activities posted, having goals communicated to the class, and providing work examples. All of
these give students a better idea of how they can be successful and know when they have met the
learning goals.
Effective teacher planning centers around a pre-identified purpose of learning followed
by activities involving “demonstrating, collaborating, coaching and facilitating, and practicing”
(Fisher et al., 2020, p. 125). Demonstration involves showing process skills or exemplars for
students to better understand what is expected of them. Collaboration allows students to engage
in conversations with the teacher and their peers about stated objectives. Coaching and
facilitating allows teachers to scaffold information so students build their own framework of
knowledge rather than being told. Finally, practice allows students to work with information with
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a focus on engagement and not busy work. When done appropriately, this type of planning is
focused on student learning and engagement.
Feedback
In their hallmark paper, Hattie and Timperley (2007) discussed the effects of the
multidimensional nature of feedback. It was recognized that all feedback from the teacher is not
equal in its impact. While feedback was found to have an average effect size of .59, certain types
of feedback have an even greater effect size. Feedback that provides cues, is corrective, involves
reinforcement, invites participation, and utilizes motivational influences has been shown to have
the largest positive effects ranging from .74-1.13. Hattie and Timperley outlined the purposes
feedback can serve to students’ learning and the different levels where students can be reached.
They asserted that feedback can either look to feeding up, feeding back, or feeding forward.
These, respectively, serve to help the student figure out their goals, how they will achieve their
goals, or what to do after. Lastly, feedback can affect students at the task, process, and selfregulation. While each level is important individually, the progression of levels fosters increasing
depth of internalization. This framework has served as the foundation for a line of research on
teacher feedback.
In 2020, Wisniewski et al. replicated the meta-analysis from Hattie and Timperley to
account for more modern feedback studies. While the average effect size did decrease to .48, the
study further identified how feedback was being studied in the literature and how it continues to
best shape student learning. These researchers noted that feedback can be difficult to quantify
due to the variability in treatment. The type of information conveyed in the feedback was shown
to have a strong moderating effect over how the feedback is given. Lastly, it was shown that
cognitive outcomes have a higher overall effect size than motivational and behavioral outcomes.
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It is crucial to note, however, that overall cognitive outcomes generally had positive effect sizes,
while cognitive and behavioral outcomes did have some negative effect sizes showing the
potentially deleterious effects of bad or harsh feedback on students.
Both meta-analyses recognized the large number of studies on feedback, each with
useful, practical information. Feedback on established classroom rules and norms is critical for
setting up and maintaining effective classroom management (Emmer et al., 1980). This was
shown to establish a better environment for more quality learning to take place. Both positive
and negative feedback can serve a useful purpose in the classroom, but positive feedback should
greatly outweigh negative feedback for best motivational outcomes (Kluger & DeNisi, 1996;
Voerman et al., 2012). Lastly, for teachers to employ high-quality feedback, the feedback should
include some of the following qualities: task-specific, corrective, encouraging, and able to invite
student self-assessment (Kluger & DeNisi, 1996; Nicol & Macfarlane-Dick, 2006). In practice,
teachers who employ task-specific feedback will focus on singular actions. Those who are
corrective, highlight particular behaviors and encourage students to build upon them. Finally,
teachers who invite students to self-assessment, scaffold students to be able to reflect on their
progress and mastery.
Hattie (2009) found feedback to have an effect size of 0.73; thus, it is one of the most
powerful influences on achievement (p. 173). “Feedback needs to be focused, specific, and
clear,” wrote Hattie (2012, p. 151). Formative evaluation, with an effect size of 0.90 (Hattie,
2009, p. 181), offers teachers the opportunity to be specific in their praise and correction when
providing feedback. When incorporated thoughtfully and not just generically, feedback has the
power to help students understand their success and failures in order to build their knowledge
and skills for the future.
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Distance Learning
In addition to the principles of quality teaching outlined above, we need to pay particular
care to the unique aspects of the modality of instruction. Distance learning tools, used both in the
classroom and at home, can bring about changes to academic performance and other related
student outcomes (e.g., motivation, engagement, and development). The following section
outlines educational decisions and outcomes centering specifically on distance learning.
In 2000, when distance learning was in its infancy, Passerini and Granger developed
protocols for designing these learning spaces. Their five-step plan included guidelines for the
staging of digital learning environments: (a) analysis, (b) design, (c) development, (d) evaluation,
and (e) delivery. In the analysis phase, one should look at student and curricular needs that the
learning environment should support. The design phase is meant to look at all possible ways of
supporting those students and learning goals. Development describes thoughtfully choosing the
best ways to support those goals from the available choices. Evaluating the choices made is
critical for making sure all needs are met. Only then, after all of that thoughtful planning, can
effective distance learning unfold. Lastly, each phase should reflect on previous steps to ensure
alignment and authenticity to serve student learning best. This foundational framework
emphasizes how important thoughtful planning, reflection, and alignment are to the larger goal
of providing students with the best education possible.
Distance learning has been an increasingly in-demand topic of research. In 2019, Harju
and colleagues conducted a literature review of longitudinal studies focused on digital learning
that were published from 2012-2017. Given the burgeoning nature of the field, the research team
focused on not only the platforms, software, and research methods used by the studies, but also
learning and motivational aspects of the students in the studies. They concluded that there were
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no straightforward conclusions surrounding student effects, given the highly variable nature of
each of the digital program treatments. The researchers called for more longitudinal studies to be
conducted with more streamlined digital settings to be able to deduce more decisive conclusions.
This further emphasizes why studies like the one conducted by this action research team are
important for the literature.
In the meta-analysis on digital learning by Surma and Kirschner (2020), several
pedagogical strategies were discussed as they apply and affect digital instruction. Worked
examples were noted as being particularly important for learning that is happening outside of the
classroom. By using these strategies to provide clear guidelines and a path to success for
students, students can have a better sense of how to best use the multitude of online resources to
which they have access. Another critical practice is the amount of practice and feedback students
receive. When guiding themselves through distance curriculum and activities, the students need
plenty of chances to master their learning objectives and they need feedback to know when they
have mastered those objectives and can move on to the next task. Distance education presents
new facets of pedagogical decision making, which are only beginning to be researched.
There is a body of literature showing the helpful ways digital resources can be used as
scaffolds in the learning environment. In a study conducted by Winters and colleagues (2008),
computer-based learning environments provided individualized scaffolds for the students. These
scaffolds provided by the digital learning platforms were shown to increase opportunities for
students to refine their regulatory skills and this led to more positive academic outcomes.
Kauffman and colleagues (2011) specifically studied note-taking prompts and writing strategies
in distance formats. These prompts helped students prioritize and evaluate online sources and the
information they recorded from them. Further, the prompts helped them construct their own
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knowledge and internalize information. These self-monitoring scaffolds were also shown to
advance students academically. Lastly, Belland and colleagues (2013) proposed guidelines for
creating scaffolds in online learning environments. They emphasized the importance of
balancing motivational and cognitive factors, noting how they both should be used to support
student engagement. Then, they move to ways that distance learning can specifically and
uniquely help implement these scaffolds, through problem-based learning online. This highlights
the careful balance and care needed to design online learning.
In addition to being able to provide different opportunities for scaffolding, differentiation
can also be addressed in new ways in the digital setting. Asim and colleagues (2020) highlighted
how distance learning creates unique opportunities for differentiation for middle school learners.
They noted how distance-learning platforms can provide an individualized experience to ensure
all students can be successful. Some of the pedagogical ideas presented in the article were virtual
field trips, online portfolios, and online communication, all using the platforms of Seesaw,
FlipGrid, ePals, and iMovie. Fostering development, online etiquette, and academic success are
all addressed using these online tools. The whole piece is grounded in the Universal Design for
Learning framework, which highlights ways that teachers can adjust curriculum, instruction, and
assessment so that every student can be successful in the classroom. The research team shows
that distance learning is not only helpful to those Universal Design for Learning goals, but
critical for the distance skills that students will need in the future.
Another indication of the additional interest in distance learning is the presence of studies
testing the effectiveness of specific online software designed to streamline distance education.
Streamlining distance learning in the COVID-19 pandemic was particularly important to
decrease the burden on teachers, students, and parents. In a study by Moorhouse and Beaumont
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(2020), the digital platform “Seesaw” was shown to have significant engagement effects for
students and families during distance learning brought on by COVID-19. The platform created a
space for students and teachers to communicate in written text submissions and comments.
Additionally, parents could access the resource and comment, creating an engagement space for
the family to be involved in their child’s learning. This study shows how effective a certain
educational software can be in helping create thriving online learning environments.
Lastly, it is important to understand how distance learning affects teachers and other staff
in a school. In a study conducted by Fletcher and colleagues (2020), primary and secondary
principals and teachers who regularly use digital instruction were surveyed on their perceptions
of their distance practices. It was noteworthy that they found collaboration to be easier in the
distance format, especially for adults. These authors asserted that while the ease of virtual
collaboration makes it tempting to want to integrate it more heavily in classrooms, distance
enhancements in education cannot replace the integral role of student-teacher relationships and
pedagogical choices by the teacher.
Summary
The effect size of distance learning, defined as “a mode of education in which students
and instructors are separated by space and/or time from the teacher” (Distance Education, 2020),
is 0.14. While on its face that seems to not be effective, there are certain aspects of distance
learning that have higher effect sizes. Online tools utilized by teachers and students have an
effect size of 0.33 (Online and Digital Tools, 2020). It is clear that more research at an
elementary level needs to be done and will most likely occur in the wake of the COVID-19
pandemic.
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Fisher and colleagues (2020) used meta-analysis studies to define effect sizes. “Metaanalysis is an attempt to reduce the limitations of individual studies by trying to locate all of the
studies on a particular topic and then using statistical means to synthesize the results of these
studies” (Fraenkel et al., 1993, p. 16). While they can be effective for analyzing a whole body of
literature, meta-analyses rely on averages of averages and can change over time as new studies
are added to the analyses. This is not to say that the practices reviewed are not grounded in
research nor to mean that they are ineffective; however, a critical lens must be used when
determining their value. Additionally, it was important to go outside of meta-analyses and
support the framework set forth in The Distance Learning Playbook Grades K-12 with individual
studies.
Cycle 1 of this action research took place at the beginning of the lockdowns and COVID19 related research was limited as it was so new. The Distance Learning Playbook Grades K-12
(Fisher et al., 2020) was selected after Cycle 1 to help inform Cycle 2. Again, a critical lens must
be used. While grounded in research and best practices, the book itself was written in reaction to
COVID-19 and thus may not stand up to future scrutiny.
The literature, including a deeper look at individual studies from meta-analyses, bore
information about effective teaching methods and why community, teacher-student relationships,
teacher credibility, teacher clarity, student engagement, planning, feedback, and digital learning
are important to student success. As teachers are able to hone their skills in each domain, they
will be able to have a greater impact on their students. What is not exactly clear is whether the
constructs of effective teachers work in digital and virtual settings and whether they have the
same effect as in-person education.
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CHAPTER 3
METHODS
Action research affords practitioners the opportunity to use their expertise to help solve
problems within their context (Craig, 2009; Mertler, 2019). It is a very helpful method for
educational leaders and their staff to plan and work effectively in a situation as complex and
fluid as an international pandemic. Knowing that the situation would be fluid and therefore
needing to be flexible, action research was the most logical and efficient way to approach this
situation.
By engaging in action research, the action research team for this project was able to meet
the highly specific needs of their community and home in on how to best meet their needs as
they enacted each cycle. The first cycle of inquiry was needed to finish the school year during
Spring 2020. During the first 2-week period in March, it became clear that Regional Catholic
School (RCS) would not be returning for the rest of the school year. RCS attempted to meet the
needs of their community, making necessary changes to the programming as needed based on
reflection and interaction with them. Reflection is vital to the success of action research forcing
the practitioner to think critically about what was done, why decisions were made, and how those
decisions influenced practice (Mertler, 2019). Utilizing the survey data collected from MidAtlantic Catholic Diocese (MACD) and RCS after the first cycle set the stage for the second
cycle of action research as RCS approached reopening the school building to concurrent face-toface and distance instruction in the fall. Without action research, RCS likely would not have
been able to adapt as quickly.
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Action research aligns with mixed method analyses to be able to inform practice in the
most holistic way. By accounting for statistics that describe the big picture and individual
narratives, the action research team was able to make the most informed decisions. Educational
leaders and practitioners naturally use both forms of data to inform practices and decisions, and
in this novel situation, it was no different. Faced with problems and questions that RCS has never
had to face before, the action research model fit RCS’s needs. Utilizing action research, with its
cycles of observation, reflection, and improvement, our action research team worked to ensure
that the school was meeting the emotional, social, and educational needs of the students during
this challenging period of time.
Action Research Questions
1. In what ways do teachers, students, and parents perceive that teacher-student
relationships, teacher credibility, and use of technology used during concurrent distance
learning promoted a sense of community among students?
2. How did teachers, students, and parents perceive that clarity, engaging tasks, planning
instructional units, feedback, assessment, and use of technology impacted instruction
during concurrent distance learning?
Description of the Action Research Intervention
Lewin’s action research spiral served as the backbone of the process at RCS. Action
research uses a set of steps including identifying a general idea, fact finding, planning, take first
action step, evaluate, amend the plan, take second action step (Mertler, 2009). During the spring
of 2020, RCS did a mixture of asynchronous learning activities mixed with limited interactions
between teachers and students via Google Meet. This method of crisis teaching enabled RCS to
continue offering a limited way for its students to access the curriculum. Based on the end of
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year MACD and RCS survey data, it was clear that this model needed to be changed when
students returned in the fall as concurrent face-to-face instruction and distance learning.
As RCS moved into a second cycle of action research study in the Fall of 2020, Lewin’s
(as cited in Mertler, 2009) spiral was utilized in a more structured way, allowing for the voices of
all stakeholder groups to be heard and ensuring that decisions made by the action research team
were informed by these voices. The Distance Learning Playbook Grades K-12 (Fisher et al.,
2020) informed the framework, planning, and evaluation steps of Lewin’s Action Research
Model (Mertler, 2009).
After the initial plan was put in place in spring 2020, weekly faculty meetings were held
during the first cycle of action research to discuss any changes that might be necessary, next
steps and how to address deficits. Heading into 2020-2021, there was a strong desire by RCS
teachers to move away from asynchronous learning and the limited interactions between teachers
and students. Based on the survey data from MACD and RCS at the end of Cycle 1, teachers
identified that asynchronous learning did not provide the same level of academic rigor expected
at RCS and the initial use of Google Meet did not reach all students, causing a loss of community
feel and weakening teacher-student relationships at RCS. The lessons learned from the first
round of action research were carried over to the new academic year and the second round of
inquiry.
The initial planning phase of the second inquiry cycle for Fall 2020 was conducted by the
action research team of RCS and shared with the staff upon their return to school in August to
prepare for the return of students to the school building for the 2020-2021 school year.
Interventions based on the modules within The Distance Learning Playbook Grades K-12
regarding teacher-student relationships, teacher credibility, teacher clarity, engaging tasks, and
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feedback, were introduced and utilized with the staff at RCS. The main focus of the interventions
was to help teachers understand the complexities of good instruction and feedback and how it
applies simultaneously to face-to-face and distance learning.
Families were notified of schooling options for the 2020-2021 school year, including
both face-to-face instruction in the building and distance instruction. For those choosing distance
learning, students accessed the classroom instruction synchronously via Google Meet. They
participated with their classmates and teachers throughout the school day as a member of the
class.
Cycle 2 began with careful planning by the action research team to ensure that distance
and in-person students had as similar experiences as possible. The same materials were used for
all students, an inflexible schedule allowed distance learners to have stability in their day, and an
increased use of technology was used to ensure connection with distance learners. In addition,
classroom COVID-19 safety protocols created a new learning environment for in-person
students. Students learning in-person were required to wear face coverings at all times and
maintain strict physical distancing of 6’ throughout the school day. Seating charts were
established and desk locations marked on the floor. Teachers were required to move from
location to location as students were not able to move throughout the building. Desktop
computers were used with video cameras and lapel mics to enable teachers to synchronously
broadcast their instruction to both distanced and in-person students. Due to this, in-person
instruction looked very different as teachers needed to ensure that all students were given
equitable access to community and instruction.
Nearly one-fifth (18%) of students chose to access distance instruction, while 82% chose
to return for face-to-face instruction. The policy allowed families the option to select distance
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instruction at any time, and if they did, they were required to maintain that format for at least
three weeks in order to streamline instructional material distribution.
This action research process took place in the fall of 2020 in a fluid and emerging
situation as teachers were implementing novel modes of education due to physical distancing and
public health concerns caused by COVID-19. The second cycle of action research was done to
determine if policies and procedures were working or not. All stakeholders were surveyed on
their perceptions of success and opportunities for growth.
Role of the Researcher
As the principal of RCS, my role was to be the educational leader, responsible for all
academic programming, creating and leading professional development, and implementing
policies and procedures for the faculty and staff. The relationships with the staff and families
over my time in leadership has created a culture of open and honest discussions about
implementation and potential changes. As RCS was forced to make a staggering change to its
method of instruction in response to the pandemic, my role was to guide the staff and community
through uncharted territory.
As principal, it is also important to recognize the biases that I bring to this study as the
creator of the policies and procedures carried out. In an attempt to counter any bias, I utilized
self-reflection and conversations with the members of the action research team, the staff, and
community at large to ensure that actions taken were in the best interest of RCS and its
stakeholders. I also consulted other administration peers and remained an active part of the
MACD leadership teams to make sure decisions for RCS were aligned with other community
and MACD schools.
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I was a full participant in the study with the understanding that it brings the highest level
of bias to the study (Mertler, 2019). Being able to be a full participant in the process also helped
guide the methodology. As the principal, I needed to be a key decision maker and leader in the
community. It was imperative that I worked with the staff and families to ensure the academic
standards that they had come to expect from our school were continued as closely as possible.
In order to combat potential participant bias and other factors associated with my role as
full participant and principal, all quantitative data were collected anonymously, while all
qualitative data was kept confidential between the research team and interviewees, ensuring
stakeholders felt comfortable fully reflecting their opinions and feelings. I have fostered a
friendly working relationship with teachers and parents and relied on those relationships to allow
open communication during the quantitative and qualitative data collection stages. Lastly, in
analyzing the data, the action research team maintained a critical lens of our school, letting the
data drive further decisions. All attempts were made to convey a neutral tone on the
communication with stakeholder groups to encourage them to be open and honest to what the
data reflected and its impacts on RCS.
Study Design
This study adopted an explanatory sequential mixed methods approach for this second
cycle of the action research study. Mixed methods combine or integrate qualitative and
quantitative research and data in a research study (Creswell, 2014). First, in a quantitative phase
teacher, student, and parent survey data were collected and analyzed, informing the qualitative
data collection and analysis in the second phase (Creswell & Plano Clark, 2017). A teacher focus
group interview provided contextual qualitative data. Then, the integration of the phases
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happened when the quantitative data informed the qualitative, as well as when both phases were
taken together to make overall recommendations for the school.
Participants
Action Research Team
The action research team consisted of three members: me (the principal), the
informational technology coordinator, and the assistant principal. Due to the complexity of the
situation and the time-sensitive nature of having an initial plan, this team met several times a day
during the first cycle of action research, as well as throughout this second cycle of action
research, to create policies and procedures for the faculty to put into practice. The action research
team remained intact throughout the second inquiry cycle of the study.
RCS Teachers
Another important group of participants was the teachers. It is worth noting that the team
that finished the 2019-2020 school year was not identical to the team that began the 2020-2021
school year. In 2019-2020, RCS had 28 teachers; to begin the 2020-2021 school year, RCS had
25 teachers, four of whom were new to the school. At the end of the 2019-2020 school year
several teachers retired from RCS. Other factors, including the nature of the pandemic, caused
turnover of the staff. The teachers that were hired to replace them all had some experience but
started at RCS without understanding the community. The majority of the RCS teachers have
over 10 years of experience and three of the four hallways added a new member of the team for
2020-2021. The 2020-2021 teaching staff administered the Cycle 2 surveys. See Table 4 for a
breakdown of pertinent teacher demographics.
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Table 4
Teacher Demographics
2019-2021 Teacher Totals

2020-2021 Teacher Distribution

Years of Service

2019-2020
n = 28

2020-2021
n = 25

K-2
n=7

3-5
n=6

6-8
n=8

Specials
n=4

0-1

3

0

0

0

0

0

2-4

2

5

1

2

0

2*

5-10

5

4

2*

1*

1

0

10+

18

16

4*

3

7

2

*new teacher to Regional Catholic School
Hallway Leaders
At RCS, teachers were divided into four different hallway teams: Lower elementary
(junior kindergarten through second grade), Upper elementary (third through fifth grade), Middle
School (sixth through eighth grade), and Specialists (art, music, library and physical education).
Each hallway team had one teacher selected by the administration to be that hallway’s leader,
which involved leading hallway meetings and attending meetings with administration. This
group of selected teachers worked more closely with the administration on policy and ensuring
communication between administration and the staff is consistent. For this reason, hallway
leaders participated in semi-structured interviews after surveys were collected and the data were
analyzed. They were provided the data results and a copy of the interview questions before the
interview session.
RCS Students
Students in Grades 3-8 were surveyed during Cycle 2 to record their perspectives of
distance learning or in-person instruction, depending upon which they experienced. RCS had 303
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students attending, 253 in-person, maintaining physical distancing, and 50 distanced students
attending synchronously. All students in Grades 3-8 whose parents provide informed consent
were invited to participate in the surveys to record their perspective whether in-person or
learning concurrently at a distance. This was important as students did not have a voice in the
spring action research cycle. Their perspective was included this time to ensure their needs were
being met to the extent possible.
RCS Parents
The last group was the RCS parents. The make-up of RCS parents changed from 20192020 to the 2020-2021 school year. While RCS had a typical loss of students due to graduation
and moving, the pandemic caused some parents to select homeschooling for the year. RCS’s
retention rate was 82%, down from its three-year average of 88%. RCS also had an increase in
new students, 63, across all grade levels perhaps due to the fact that the local public offered only
an online option. Due to the new instructional delivery including distance and in-person, parents
were surveyed to record their perspectives of distance learning. While RCS only had 18% of the
student body learning synchronously, it affected the class as a whole. Parents' perceptions of the
instruction that was delivered remained important to the success for RCS.
Data Sources
Mixed methods combine or integrate qualitative and quantitative research and data in a
research study (Creswell, 2014). First, quantitative data were collected and analyzed, informing
the qualitative data collection and analysis (Creswell & Plano Clark, 2017). The integration of
the data happens when the quantitative data informs the qualitative, as well as when both phases
are taken together to make overall recommendations for the school.
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Surveys
The quantitative data consisted of teacher, student, and parent surveys. The surveys
highlighted important domains of education as outlined in the modules of The Distance Learning
Playbook Grades K-12 (Fisher et al., 2020). Because of the complex nature of education, some
of the modules support both building community and guiding student learning. However, the
action research team decided to align modules with only one action research question (Appendix
A). All survey items were answered using a four-point Likert scale with 1 being Strongly
Disagree to 4 being Strongly Agree.
To investigate Action Research Question 1, surveys were about the sense of community,
student-teacher relationships (e.g., “My teacher makes me feel welcome in the classroom”),
teacher credibility (e.g., “I trust my teacher”), and instructional technologies (e.g., “Google
Classroom helps me feel connected”) were collected and analyzed. To investigate Action
Research Question 2, centered around how stakeholders were satisfied with instruction, surveys
were about teacher clarity (e.g., “My teacher keeps his/her classroom organized”), engaging
tasks (e.g., “Because of my schedule I can learn well”), teacher planning (e.g., “I understand
what success looks like”), teacher feedback (e.g., “I feel I am able to make mistakes”), and
instructional technologies (e.g., “Google Classroom helps me learn”).
While the above were examples from the surveys for students, teachers and parents were
asked questions about their perspective on the same topic. For example, the question “My
teacher makes me feel welcome in the classroom” for teachers is “I make all students feel
welcome in the classroom,” and for parents, “My child feels welcome in the classroom.” At the
beginning of the survey, the purpose of the study was explained, along with the explanation that
completion of the survey was voluntary and there would be no penalty for skipping items or
45

ending participation at any stage. Participants were informed that the survey should not take
more than 15 minutes to complete.
Teacher Survey. Teachers were surveyed about their perceptions of distance learning
strategies in January 2021. The survey had separate items about instructional experiences,
relationships with students, planning, support, and methods of instruction. The survey had one
demographic question and 34 items developed from the modules. Major themes and strategies
with high effect sizes were pulled from the modules and survey items were written by the RCS
action research team to capture if teachers were utilizing these strategies through their
instruction. A copy of the survey can be found in Appendix B. A pilot round was conducted in
September 2020. Items were not all normally distributed with skew indicating more positive
statements. This is expected as anecdotal evidence supports the idea that teachers at RCS are
generally happy and positive about the overall community and educational experience at RCS.
Standard deviation levels were generally less than 1 (.62-1.10) for each survey item, indicating
conservative variability of survey results. Construct reliability was confirmed using Cronbach
alpha levels ranging from .69 to .87. The pilot data analysis was conducted in SPSS 27.
Student Survey. Students were surveyed about their perceptions of distance learning
strategies in January 2021. The survey had separate items about learning experiences,
relationships with teachers, preparedness, support, and methods of instruction. The survey
highlighted important domains of education as outlined in the modules of The Distance Learning
Playbook Grades K-12 (Fisher et al., 2020). The survey had two demographic questions and 34
items developed from the modules. Major themes and strategies with high effect sizes were
pulled from the modules and survey items were written to capture if students were experiencing
these strategies through their learning. Informed consent was obtained from parents prior to
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administration of the survey via a permission slip sent home digitally. A copy of the letter can be
found in Appendix C. The completion of the survey was voluntary, taking no more than 15
minutes. A copy of the survey can be found in Appendix D. The survey was constructed by the
action research team and a pilot round was conducted in September 2020. Items were not all
normally distributed with skew indicating more positive statements. This is expected as people
are generally happy and positive about the education and teachers at RCS. Standard deviation
levels were generally less than 1 (.62-1.10) for each survey item, indicating conservative
variability of survey results. Construct reliability was confirmed using Cronbach alpha levels
ranging from .69 to .87. The pilot data analysis was conducted using SPSS 27.
Parent Survey. Parents were surveyed about their perceptions of distance learning
strategies in January 2021. The survey centered around educational experiences, teacher
relationships, technical requirements, and emotional well-being. Items highlighted important
domains of education as outlined in the modules of The Distance Learning Playbook Grades K12 (Fisher et al., 2020). The survey had two demographic questions and 34 items developed from
the modules, by the action research team. Major themes and strategies with high effect sizes
were pulled from the modules and survey items were written to capture if parents were
experiencing these strategies through their student’s learning. A copy of the survey can be found
in Appendix E. The survey was constructed by the action research team and a pilot round was
conducted in September 2020. Items were not all normally distributed with skew indicating more
positive statements. This was expected as parents are generally happy and positive about the
education and teachers at RCS. Standard deviation levels were generally less than 1 (.62-1.10)
for each survey item, indicating conservative variability of survey results. Construct reliability
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was confirmed using Cronbach alpha levels ranging from .69 to .87. The pilot data analysis was
conducted using SPSS 27.
Teacher Focus Group Interview
Qualitative data sources were utilized to bring depth to the study. The use of a teacher
focus group interview captured the success, reflections, and opinions of the teachers. The teacher
focus group interview captured qualitatively, the success, reflections, and opinions of the
teachers which added depth to the analyses. Given that teachers have the most face time with
students and families, they are valuable conduits reflecting on the experiences of not only their
fellow teachers, but of their students and families. The decision to only hold a teacher focus
group of the hallway leadership team helped to ensure quick turnaround time for
recommendations, given the quickly changing environment of distance learning.
The focus group was conducted with the four hallway leaders: middle school, 3-5, JK-2,
and specialists. The questions were written to align with each of the models of The Distance
Learning Playbook Grades K-12 (Fisher et al., 2020) as well as additional questions specifically
about instructional technologies and pedagogical protocols in place such as synchronous lectures,
wearing microphones, and preparing materials three weeks in advance. The full list of questions
can be found in Appendix F.
When taken together, both of the quantitative and qualitative strands informed the action
research team. All surveys and interview questions were vetted by teacher experts outside of
RCS for language clarity and assurance of question meaning.
Data Collection
Explanatory sequential mixed methods design that used quantitative survey data and
qualitative semi-structured focus group interview data was utilized. Surveys were given and
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analyzed before the focus group interview was conducted and interviewees had access to the data
before the interview.
Teacher Survey
Teacher surveys were administered digitally, via a Google Form embedded in an email.
The surveys were emailed in January 2021. The emails were sent at 7:30 am which aligns with
the start of their school day. They had 48 hours to complete it and were notified of the time limit
in the email. A quick turnaround with surveys ensured the action research team had time to
analyze data in preparation for the teacher focus group interview. All surveys were anonymous.
They provided hallway demographic information to align their answers with the appropriate
grade levels.
Student Survey
Because RCS students are minors, only those students whose parents signed a research
participant information and parent permission for child(ren)’s consent form were given surveys
(Appendix B). Student surveys were administered digitally, in January 2021, via a Google Form
embedded in an email to those students with parent permission in Grades 3-8. The surveys were
emailed as all RCS students have access to email. The emails were sent at 8:15 a.m., which
aligns with the start of school. They had 24 hours to complete it and teachers were available to
assist. Students were given class time to complete the survey or they could access it after school
from home. No incentives for completing or repercussions for not completing were given. A
quick turnaround with surveys ensured the action research team had time to analyze data in
preparation for the teacher focus group interview. Students were able to skip questions if they
chose and all surveys were anonymous. They provided some demographic information, grade
level and mode of instruction, to align their answers with the appropriate subgroups.
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Parent Survey
Parent surveys were administered digitally, via a Google Form embedded in an email.
The surveys were emailed in January 2021. The emails were sent at 4 p.m., which aligns with
other communications from RCS. Parents had 48 hours to complete it and were notified of the
time limit in the email. A quick turnaround with surveys ensured the action research team had
time to analyze data in preparation for the teacher focus group interview. Parents were able to
skip questions if they chose and all surveys were anonymous. Parents of multiple students at
RCS were sent surveys for each child as their opinions could vary from child to child. They
provided some demographic information, grade level and mode of instruction, to align their
answers with the appropriate subgroups.
Teacher Focus Group Interview
After survey data were analyzed, the researcher held a meeting with the hallway leaders.
It was scheduled for two weeks after the survey administration, during a teacher work day, after
all teachers indicated that was the time that worked best in their schedules. The interview data as
well as the codes and themes were kept confidential between the researcher and the interviewees.
The data were stored in a password protected file and will be deleted permanently within 1 year
after the study is completed. Interviewees were told that their responses were only for research
purposes and would not be reflected in their job performance or teacher evaluations. They were
also provided a signed written consent ensuring they are aware of this. A copy of the letter can
be found in Appendix G. The conversation lasted about 45 minutes.
Data Analysis
Explanatory sequential mixed methods analysis was employed to be able to answer the
timely research questions and best serve and represent the RCS community (Creswell, 2014). In
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alignment with the research questions, specific dimensions of community and learning have been
grouped to more holistically represent the desired outcomes (Appendix A). Quantitative data
sources were analyzed first to inform the qualitative data sources. Together they were able to
provide rich information to further serve the action research model.
Action Research Question #1
Quantitative Strand. It is important the school maintains the strong sense of community
that RCS fosters. Survey data of teachers, students, and parents were gathered to determine how
well a sense of community was maintained during the concurrent in-person and distance learning
in the fall of 2021. Overall descriptive statistics were calculated to see how the community felt as
a whole. Then, all surveys were grouped by the three hallway teams, and student and parent
surveys were further grouped by in-person and virtual learners. Questions were combined on the
surveys to see how groups felt about specific areas of distance learning. Questions 1-4, 5-8, and
29-31 were used to answer Action Research Question 1. Questions 1-4 focused on studentteacher relationships, Questions 5-8 inquired about how teacher credibility can help with
classroom community, and finally, Questions 29-31 explored how specific instructional
technologies worked to develop and maintain community. Descriptive statistics (e.g., variable
means by group, standard deviation, frequencies) were conducted to see generally how groups
felt about the sense of community and belongingness at RCS. This also illustrated group
differences and general effects of distance learning. To test if those mean differences were
significant, t-tests were completed between all groups. This includes, but is not limited to,
between all in-person and concurrently distanced students and their parents, between teachers,
students, and parents of different hallways, and between teachers and students of the same
hallways. Both descriptive and inferential statistics were run in Google Sheets and Excel.
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Qualitative Strand. Once the quantitative analyses were complete, the researcher met to
conduct the semi-structured interview with the hallway leader focus group. The focus group
interview data were transcribed by Scribbie on March 9, 2021, and coded for topics centering
around the sense of community at RCS (e.g. belonging, cooperation, group work, faith, open
communication). All coding was done individually by all members of the action research team,
but then reviewed together as the action research team to check for trustworthiness, as well as
clear up any discrepancies. The transcripts were analyzed using a five-step analysis approach,
exploring themes related to a sense of community (Braun & Clarke, 2006; Shank, 2006): a) the
full transcriptions were read multiple times, b) the excerpts within each transcript were created to
mark each individual teacher’s statements about their perception and involvement to provide a
strong community, c) a codebook detailing indicators of each a priori code (e.g., belonging,
cooperation, group work, faith, open communication) was developed, d) codes were applied to
the excerpts, and e) the combination of codes for each teacher were compared. Once coded using
these a priori codes and methodology, emergent themes were identified individually and then
compared collectively by the action research team (Maxwell, 2012). Exemplar quotes were
pulled to highlight these emergent themes by the action research team. Analysis and supporting
quotes were shown to the hallway leaders as a layer of member checking (Babchuk, 2017).
Integration. Using the quantitative mean differences among the different aspects of the
sense of community surveyed, and the answers supplied from the teacher focus group, the action
research team helped to create a clear picture of what was happening in classrooms and how they
were perceived by all stakeholder groups. The qualitative strand gave extra teacher voice as to
what was occurring in their classrooms to help foster community among all students, while the
quantitative strand gave data on how the sense of community was perceived on a larger
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scale. Additionally, the qualitative strand attempted to explain and contextualize some of the
statistical differences found in the quantitative strand. This led to more informed decisions by the
action research team when making recommendations.
Action Research Question #2
Quantitative Strand. Instructional practices are the backbone of any school, whether inperson or distance learning. Survey data of teachers, students, and parents were taken and
analyzed to assess the quality of the instructional practices at RCS. Overall descriptive statistics
were run to see how the community as a whole felt. Then, all surveys were grouped by hallway
teams, and student and parent surveys were further grouped by in-person and virtual learners.
There were multiple virtual learners per grade level, supporting confidentiality. Questions were
combined on the surveys to see how groups felt about specific domains of distance learning.
Questions 9-13, 14-18, 19-23, 24-28, and 32-34 were used for Question 2. Teacher clarity was
addressed with Questions 9-13. Engaging tasks leading to more student learning was probed with
Questions 14-18. Teacher planning was addressed with Questions 19-23. Questions 24-28 asked
about teacher feedback and assessment. Finally, how learning is assisted via specific
instructional technologies was addressed with Questions 32-34. Descriptive statistics (e.g.,
variable means by group, standard deviation, frequencies) were conducted to see generally how
groups felt about the teaching and learning happening at RCS. This illustrated group differences
and generally showed the effects of distance learning. To test if those mean differences were
significant, t-tests were completed between all groups. This includes, but is not limited to,
between all in-person and concurrently distanced students and their parents, between teachers,
students, and parents of different hallways, and between teachers and students of the same
hallways. Both descriptive and inferential statistics were run in Google Sheets and Excel.
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Qualitative Strand. The focus group interview data was transcribed by Scribbie on
March 9, 2021, and coded for topics centering around instructional practices at RCS (e.g., direct
instruction, content delivery, feedback, and projects). All coding was done together by the action
research team. The transcripts were analyzed using a five-step analysis approach (Braun &
Clarke, 2006; Shank, 2006): a) the full transcriptions were read multiple times, b) the excerpts
within each transcript were created to mark each individual teacher’s statements about their
perception, c) a codebook detailing indicators of each a priori code (e.g. direct instruction,
content delivery, feedback, and projects) were developed, d) codes were applied to the excerpts,
and e) the combination of codes for each teacher were compared. Once coded using these a priori
codes and methodology, emergent themes were identified (Maxwell, 2012). Exemplar quotes
were pulled to highlight these emergent themes by the action research team.
Integration. Using the quantitative mean differences among the different aspects of
learning surveyed and the answers supplied from the teacher focus group, the action research
team was able to get a clearer picture of what was happening in classrooms and how they were
perceived by all stakeholder groups. The qualitative strand gave extra teacher voice as to what
was occurring in their classrooms to help all students learn, while the quantitative strand gave
data on the sense of satisfaction among all stakeholders. Additionally, the qualitative strand
attempted to explain and contextualize some of the statistical differences found in the
quantitative strand. This led to more informed decisions by the action research team when
making recommendations.
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Table 5
Data Analysis Summary

Action Research Question

Data Sources

Data Analysis

In what ways do teachers,
students, and parents
perceive that teacher-student
relationships, teacher
credibility, and use of
technology used during
concurrent distance learning
promoted a sense of
community among students?

Quantitative Sources: Teacher,
Student, and Parent Surveys
(Appendix A)
(Survey questions: 1, 2, 3, 4, 5,
6, 7, 8, 29, 30, 31)

Descriptive statistics: mean,
standard deviations

How did teachers, students,
and parents perceive that
clarity, engaging tasks,
planning instructional units,
feedback, assessment, and
use of technology impacted
instruction during
concurrent distance
learning?

Quantitative Sources: Teacher,
Student, and Parent Surveys
(Appendix A)
(Survey questions: 9, 10, 11,
12, 13, 14, 15, 16, 17, 18, 19,
20, 21, 22, 23, 24, 25, 26, 27,
28, 32, 33, 34)

Inferential Statistics: t-tests
within and between
stakeholder groups

Qualitative Sources: SemiCoded transcripts to identify
structured interviews of teacher themes
focus groups
Descriptive statistics: mean,
standard deviations
Inferential Statistics: t-tests
within and between
stakeholder groups

Qualitative Sources: SemiCoded transcripts to identify
structured interviews of teacher themes
focus groups

Delimitations and Assumptions
Due to the close community of RCS and my role as the researcher, delimitations and
assumptions were addressed. Bias was addressed and counterbalanced as much as possible.
Delimitations
This study was delimited to a single school in a particular location, with a particular
history, at a unique moment in the school’s and the world’s history. In the spring of 2020,
decisions had to be made to keep RCS running and crisis teaching ensued. It was clear that what
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was being done was unsustainable for RCS. I chose this study knowing RCS would be open for
the 2020-2021 school year and that the core functions of the school would have to be done
differently.
Assumptions
All decisions made by teachers and administration at RCS were made with the best
intentions of the students, parents, community, and the quality of teaching and learning. Small
adjustments in instructional and safety practices were made if teachers and administration felt it
was necessary.
Ethical Considerations
At the time of this study, I was the principal of RCS and the study was conducted in my
personal context. As part of my job as principal the study took place during a time when the data
gathered was in line with the performance of assigned duties with teachers, students, and parents
under my leadership.
After gaining the approval of the dissertation committee, the study was submitted to the
William & Mary Education Institutional Review Committee. Teachers and parents gave
informed consent after reading the directions of the survey and deciding to continue. Students’
parents gave permission and only students who had a signed form were allowed to take the
survey. All participants’ information remained anonymous. Data were stored on my passwordprotected computer and will be permanently deleted within one year after the completion of the
study.
As part of the MACD, I needed permission from the Superintendent of Catholic Schools
to conduct my study in one of their schools. I received unofficial verbal permission in the Spring
of 2020. I requested official permission via a formal letter on September 14, 2020, and received
56

permission via a formal letter the same day. A copy of both letters can be found in Appendix H
and I.
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CHAPTER 4
FINDINGS
The study attempted to assess the ability to maintain a sense of community and level of
academic success at Regional Catholic School (RCS) during the COVID-19 pandemic. Two
action research cycles were used and three main stakeholder groups, teachers, students and
parents, were surveyed about their perceptions of interventions taken. The response rate for
teachers was 92%, for students was 93%, and for parents was 56%. Only students who were
given permission by their parents were able to have access to the survey. The survey was also
sent to each parent in the household which could have led to a lower response rate (Table 6).
Teacher leaders were then interviewed after they had a chance to review the survey results. A
semi-structured interview of RCS’s hallway leaders was done after the survey data from this
second cycle was reviewed. This chapter presents the survey and interview data from the second
cycle of action research, which was conducted during the 2020-2021 school year.
Table 6
Survey Response Rates
Participants

Sent

Responded

Rate

Teachers

25

23

92%

Students

182

170

93%

Parents

432

244

56%
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Action Research Question #1
In what ways do teachers, students, and parents perceive that teacher-student
relationships, teacher credibility, and use of technology used during concurrent distance learning
promoted a sense of community among students?
Teachers
Teachers were surveyed using a 4-point Likert scale with 1 being Strongly Disagree to 4
being Strongly Agree. Teacher data were divided into four subgroups, by hallway assignments at
RCS: JK-2, 3-5, 6-8, and Specialists. All teachers were asked to consider in-person and
concurrent distanced learning students. Questions 1-4 focused on teacher-student relationships,
Questions 5-8 focused on teacher credibility and Questions 29-31 focused on the use of
technology. A total of seven JK-2 teachers responded to the survey, five 3-5 teachers responded,
eight 6-8 teachers responded, and three specialist teachers responded (n = 23). Google Sheets
was used to calculate the mean and standard deviation. Caution must be taken when looking at
the data broken down into subgroups based on the small sample sizes.
Teacher-Student Relationships. Overall, the teachers reported a mean score of 3.8 (SD
= .64). JK-2 teachers reported a mean score of 3.8 (SD = .64). Grades 3-5 teachers reported a
mean score of 3.7 (SD = .71). Grades 6-8 teachers reported a mean score of 3.8 (SD = .63).
Finally, the Specialists reported a mean score of 3.7 (SD = .66). The magnitude of the means was
all above the midpoint between Agree and Strongly Agree of 3.5. Overall, teachers believed they
had strong teacher-student relationships. All mean differences were statistically insignificant (p >
.05).
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Table 7
Descriptive Statistics for Teacher-Student Relationship by Teachers
Module

M (SD)
JK-2
n=7

Teacher-Student 3.8 (.64)
Relationship

3-5
n=5

6-8
n=8

Specialist
n=3

Total
n = 23

3.7 (.71)

3.8 (.63)

3.7 (.66)

3.8 (.64)

Credibility. Overall, the teachers reported a mean score of 3.7 (SD = .68). Grades JK-2
teachers reported a mean score of 3.9 (SD = .53). Grades 3-5 teachers reported a mean score of
3.7 (SD = .72). Grades 6-8 teachers reported a mean score of 3.7 (SD = .69). Finally, the
Specialists reported a mean score of 3.5 (SD = .66).
Table 8
Descriptive Statistics for Teacher Credibility by Teachers
Module

Credibility

M (SD)
JK-2
n=7

3-5
n=5

6-8
n=8

Specialist
n=3

Total
n = 23

3.9 (.53)

3.7 (.72)

3.7 (.69)

3.5 (.66)

3.7 (.68)

Middle school teachers had a statistically significant higher mean than the specialists, [t(9) =
0.21, p = .05]. All other mean differences were statistically insignificant (p > .05).
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Table 9
T-statistics Between Teacher Groups for Credibility
Participants

JK-2

3-5

6-8

JK-2

-

3-5

1.59

-

6-8

1.77

0.35

-

Specialists

3.34

0.60

0.21*

Specialists

-

* = p < .05. ** = p < .01.

Technology Use for Community Building. Overall, the teachers reported a mean score
of 2.7 (SD = .97). Grades JK-2 teachers reported a mean score of 2.2 (SD = .90). Grades 3-5
teachers reported a mean score of 2.3 (SD = .91). Grades 6-8 teachers reported a mean score of
3.1 (SD = .88). Finally, the Specialists reported a mean score of 2.9 (SD = 1.04).
Table 10
Descriptive Statistics for Technology by Teachers
Module

Technology

M (SD)
JK-2
n=7

3-5
n=5

6-8
n=8

Specialist
n=3

Total
n = 23

2.2 (.90)

2.3 (.91)

3.1 (.88)

2.9 (1.04)

2.7 (.97)

Specialist teachers had statistically higher group means than 3-5 teachers, [t(6) = -1, p = .02].
Teachers in Grades 3-5 had a statistically significant higher group mean than JK-2 teachers,
[t(10) = 0.21, p = .01]. Middle school teachers also had a statistically significant higher mean
than JK-2 teachers [t(8) = -4.8, p = .01] and the specialists, [t(9) = 0.49, p = .01]. All other mean
differences were statistically insignificant (p > .05).
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Table 11
T-statistics Between Teacher Groups for Technology
Participants

JK-2

3-5

6-8

JK-2

-

3-5

0.21**

-

6-8

-4.88**

-2.04

-

Specialists

-1.15

-1.00*

0.49**

Specialists

-

* = p < .05. ** = p < .01.
Students
Students were surveyed using a 4-point Likert scale with 1 being Strongly Disagree to 4
being Strongly Agree. Questions 1-4 focused on teacher-student relationships, Questions 5-8
focused on teacher credibility and Questions 29-31 focused on the use of technology. A total of
87 Grade 3-5 students responded to the survey and 83 Grade 6-8 students responded (n = 170).
Google Sheets was used to calculate the mean and standard deviation. Student data were divided
into two subgroups, those who were in-person and those who were distanced (receiving
synchronous instruction). Students were further broken down into another subcategory by grade
level groupings: Grades 3-5 and 6-8.
Teacher-Student Relationships. Overall, all students reported a mean score of 3.3 (SD
= .88). In-person students reported a mean score of 3.4 (SD = .85) while distanced students
reported a mean score of 3.2 (SD = .92). Grade 3-5 in-person students reported a mean score of
3.4 (SD = .88) and distanced students, a mean score of 3.3 (SD = .87). Grades 6-8 in-person
students reported a mean score of 3.5 (SD = .80) while distanced students reported a mean score
of 3.1 (SD = .96).
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Table 12
Descriptive Statistics for Teacher-Student Relationship by Students
Teacher-Student
Relationship

M (SD)
3-5
n = 87

6-8
n = 83

Total
n = 170

In-Person

3.4 (.88)

3.5 (.80)

3.4 (.85)

Distanced

3.3 (.87)

3.1 (.96)

3.2 (.92)

In-person 6-8 students had a statistically significant higher mean than distanced 6-8 students
[t(81) = 2.18, p = .03]. All other mean differences were statistically insignificant (p > .05).

Table 13
T-statistics Between Student Groups for Teacher-Student Relationships
Participants

3-5 In-Person

3-5 Distanced

6-8 In-Person

3-5 In-Person

-

3-5 Distanced

.12

-

6-8 In-Person

-0.59

-0.59

-

6-8 Distanced

1.78

1.34

2.18*

6-8 Distanced

-

* = p < .05. ** = p < .01.
Credibility. Overall, students reported a mean score of 3.45 (SD = .84). In-person
students reported a mean score of 3.5 (SD = .84) while distanced students reported a mean score
of 3.4 (SD = .82). In 3-5 in-person students reported a mean score of 3.5 (SD = .82) and
distanced students, a mean score of 3.4 (SD = .81). In Grades 6-8 in-person students reported a
mean score of 3.5 (SD = .78) while distanced students reported a mean score of 3.3 (SD = .81).
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The magnitude of the means was approaching or at the midpoint between Agree and Strongly
Agree of 3.5. All mean differences were statistically insignificant (p > .05).
Table 14
Descriptive Statistics for Teacher Credibility by Students
Credibility

M (SD)
3-5
n = 87

6-8
n = 83

Total
n = 170

In-Person

3.5 (.88)

3.5 (.78)

3.5 (.84)

Distanced

3.4 (.81)

3.3 (.81)

3.4 (.82)

Technology Use for Community Building. Overall, students reported a mean score of
2.8 (SD = 1.04). In-person students reported a mean score of 2.9 (SD = 1.02) while distanced
students reported a mean score of 2.7 (SD = 1.06). In 3-5 in-person students reported a mean
score of 2.7 (SD = 1.0) and distanced students, a mean score of 2.3 (SD = .98). In grades 6-8 inperson students reported a mean score of 3.1 (SD = .98) while distanced students reported a
mean score of 3.0 (SD = 1.03).
Table 15
Descriptive Statistics for Technology by Students
Technology

M (SD)
3-5
n = 87

6-8
n = 83

Total
n = 170

In-Person

2.7 (1.0)

3.1 (.98)

2.9 (1.02)

Distanced

2.3 (.98)

3.0 (1.03)

2.7 (1.06)
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Distanced 6-8 students had a statistically significant higher means than both in-person 3-5
students [t(92) = -3.22, p < .01] and distanced 3-5 students [t(49) = -2.97, p < .01]. In-person 6-8
students also reported statistically significant higher group means when compared to both
distanced 3-5 students [t(74) = -3.40, p < .01] and in-person 3-5 students [t(117) = -6.77, p <
.01]. All other mean differences were statistically insignificant (p > .05).
Table 16
T-statistics Between Student Groups for Technology
Participants

3-5 In-Person

3-5 Distanced

6-8 In-Person

3-5 In-Person

-

3-5 Distanced

-0.14

-

6-8 In-Person

-4.08**

-3.40*

-

6-8 Distanced

-3.22**

-2.97**

-0.01

6-8 Distanced

-

* = p < .05. ** = p < .01.
Parents
Parents were surveyed using a 4-point Likert scale with 1 being Strongly Disagree to 4
being Strongly Agree. Questions 1-4 focused on teacher-student relationships, Questions 5-8
focused on teacher credibility and Questions 29-31 focused on the use of technology. A total of
63 Grade JK-2 parents responded to the survey, 85 Grade 3-5 parents responded, and 96 Grade
6-8 parents responded (n = 244). Google Sheets was used to calculate the mean and standard
deviation. Parents were broken down into two subgroups, those who were in-person and those
who were distanced (receiving synchronous instruction). Parents were further broken down into
another subcategory by grade level groupings: JK-2, 3-5 and 6-8.
Teacher-Student Relationships. Overall, all parents reported a mean score of 3.65 (SD
= .75). Parents of in-person students reported a mean score of 3.7 (SD = .74) while parents of
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distanced students reported a mean score of 3.6 (SD = .77). Parents of JK-2 in-person students
reported a mean score of 3.7 (SD = .74) and parents of distanced students reported a mean score
of 3.7 (SD = .78). Parents of 3-5 in-person students reported a mean score of 3.6 (SD = .75) and
parents of distanced students a mean score of 3.6 (SD = .80). Finally, parents of 6-8 in-person
students reported a mean score of 3.7 (SD = .74) while parents of distanced students reported a
mean score of 3.6 (SD = .77). The magnitude of the means was all above the midpoint between
Agree and Strongly Agree of 3.5. All mean differences were statistically insignificant (p > .05).
Table 17
Descriptive Statistics for Teacher-Student Relationship by Parents
Teacher-Student
Relationship

M (SD)
JK-2
n = 63

3-5
n = 85

6-8
n = 96

Total
n = 244

In-Person

3.7 (.74)

3.6 (.75)

3.7 (.74)

3.7 (.74)

Distanced

3.7 (.78)

3.6 (.80)

3.6 (.77)

3.6 (.77)

Credibility. Overall, all parents reported a mean score of 3.75 (SD = .74). Parents of inperson students reported a mean score of 3.7 (SD = .74) while parents of distanced students
reported a mean score of 3.8 (SD = .73). Parents of JK-2 in-person students reported a mean
score of 3.8 (SD = .69) and parents of distanced students reported a mean score of 3.7 (SD =
.87). Parents of 3-5 in-person students reported a mean score of 3.6 (SD = .79) and parents of
distanced students a mean score of 3.7 (SD = .74). Finally, parents of 6-8 in-person students
reported a mean score of 3.8 (SD = .70) while parents of distanced students reported a mean
score of 3.8 (SD = .66). The magnitude of the means was all above the midpoint between Agree
and Strongly Agree of 3.5. All mean differences were statistically insignificant (p > .05).
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Table 18
Descriptive Statistics for Credibility by Parents
Teacher-Student
Relationship

M (SD)
JK-2
n = 63

3-5
n = 85

6-8
n = 96

Total
n = 244

In-Person

3.8 (.69)

3.6 (.79)

3.8 (.70)

3.7 (.74)

Distanced

3.7 (.87)

3.7 (.74)

3.8 (.66)

3.8 (.73)

Technology Use for Community Building. Overall, all parents reported a mean score of
3.1 (SD = .96). Parents of in-person students reported a mean score of 3.0 (SD = .96) while
parents of distanced students reported a mean score of 3.2 (SD = .99). Parents of JK-2 in-person
students reported a mean score of 2.5 (SD = 1.01) and parents of distanced students reported a
mean score of 2.6 (SD = 1.15). Parents of 3-5 in-person students reported a mean score of 3.0
(SD = .92) and parents of distanced students a mean score of 3.0 (SD = .96). Finally, parents of
6-8 in-person students reported a mean score of 3.3 (SD = .77) while parents of distanced
students reported a mean score of 3.4 (SD = .90).
Table 19
Descriptive Statistics for Technology by Parents
Teacher-Student
Relationship

M (SD)
JK-2
n = 63

3-5
n = 85

6-8
n = 96

Total
n = 244

In-Person

2.5 (1.01)

3.0 (.92)

3.3 (.77)

3.0 (.96)

Distanced

2.6 (1.15)

3.0 (.96)

3.4 (.90)

3.2 (.99)
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Parents of in-person JK-2 students had a statistically significant lower mean than parents of
distanced JK-2 students [t(61) = -3.02, p < .01]. While there was a statistical significance
between parents of different age groups, it has no practical significance for this study. All mean
differences were statistically insignificant (p > .05).
Table 20
T-statistics Between Parent Groups for Technology
Participants

JK-2 InPerson

JK-2
Distanced

3-5
In-Person

3-5
Distanced

6-8
In-Person

JK-2 InPerson

-

JK-2
Distanced

-3.02**

-

3-5 InPerson

-5.78**

0.42

-

3-5
Distanced

-4.91**

-0.72

-1.36

-

6-8 InPerson

-10.23**

-1.31

-3.50**

-0.74

-

6-8
Distanced

-8.62**

-2.39*

-3.78**

-2.11*

-1.47

6-8
Distanced

-

* = p < .05. ** = p < .01.
Integration of Action Research Question #1
Three main items were reviewed to determine the teacher, student, and parent
prescriptions about community during distance learning at RCS: teacher-student relationships,
teacher credibility, and the use of technology to foster community. In addition to reporting on the
68

quantitative survey data, a semi-structured interview was done with RCS’s hallway leaders to
help contextualize the survey results. They were given the data in advance and were asked for
their opinions and insights.
Teachers and parents viewed teacher-student relationships closely the same while
students had a lower overall view. When comparing group means between stakeholder groups,
one group mean difference was statistically significant. Teachers in Grades 6-8 reported higher
group means (M = 3.8) for teacher-student relationships than 6-8 distanced students (M = 3.1)
[t(93) = -1.91, p = .01].
Often, students’ numbers are lower than what teachers think they are in terms of a
relationship. So I felt like I saw a lot more negative relationships amongst the student
populations that teachers were saying ‘I have a positive relationship with everybody’ and
we had a lot of students saying, ‘no, that’s not the case’ (Teacher A)
Table 21
T-statistics Between Teacher and Student Groups for Relationships
Participants

3-5 Teachers

6-8 Teachers

Specialist
Teachers

3-5 In-Person
Students

1.27

2.12

0.89

3-5 Distanced
Students

1.71

2,72

1.21

6-8 In-Person
Students

1.07

1.88

0.73

6-8 Distanced
Students

1.78

-1.91**

1.30

* = p < .05. ** = p < .01.
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Teachers and parents also viewed teacher credibility higher than the students. The
hallway leaders did not expand on the differences. Teachers and students did not view the use of
technology for maintaining a sense of community as useful as parents did. Teacher C said “it has
been challenging, the ones that don’t want it. It’s a lot of trying to outreach and hoping for a
response and some of them are much more willing to respond.” Although not part of the survey
specifically, Teacher D noted “it was actually easier to meet with parents this year. I had
conferences with parents who were just in the car.” Parents could meet with teachers wherever
they happened to be rather than having to set up an appointment to meet with the teacher at the
school, making it more convenient.
Table 22
Overview of Descriptive Statistics for Research Question 1
Module

M (SD)
Teachers
n = 23

Students
n = 170

Parents
n = 244

Teacher-Student
Relationships

3.8 (.64)

3.4 (.85)

3.7 (.74)

Teacher Credibility

3.7 (.68)

3.5 (.84)

3.7 (.74)

Technology Use for
Sense of Community

2.7 (.97)

2.9 (1.02)

3.0 (.96)

Action Research Question #2
How did teachers, students, and parents perceive that clarity, engaging tasks, planning
instructional units, feedback, assessment, and use of technology impacted instruction during
concurrent distance learning?
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Teachers
Teachers were surveyed using a 4-point Likert scale with 1 being Strongly Disagree to 4
being Strongly Agree. Questions 9-13 focused on clarity, Questions 14-18 focused on engaging
tasks, Questions 19-23 focused on planning instructional units, Questions 24-28 focused on
feedback, assessment and planning, and questions 32-34 focused on the use of technology. A
total of seven JK-2 teachers responded to the survey, five 3-5 teachers responded, eight 6-8
teachers responded, and three specialist teachers responded (n = 23). Google Sheets was used to
calculate the mean and standard deviation. Teacher data were divided into four subgroups, by
hallway assignments at RCS: JK-2, 3-5, 6-8, and Specialists. All teachers were asked to consider
in-person and concurrent distanced learning students. Caution must be taken when looking at the
data broken down into subgroups based on the small sample sizes.
Clarity. Overall, the teachers reported a mean score of 3.5 (SD = .75). Grades JK-2
teachers reported a mean score of 3.6 (SD = .72). Grades 3-5 teachers reported a mean score of
3.6 (SD = .63). Grades 6-8 teachers reported a mean score of 3.6 (SD = .71). Finally, the
Specialists reported a mean score of 3.1 (SD = .68). The magnitude of the means was
approaching or at the midpoint between Agree and Strongly Agree of 3.5. All mean differences
were statistically insignificant (p > .05).
Table 23
Descriptive Statistics for Clarity by Teachers
Module

Clarity

M (SD)
JK-2
n=7

3-5
n=5

6-8
n=8

Specialist
n=3

Total
n = 23

3.6 (.72)

3.6 (.63)

3.6 (.71)

3.1 (.68)

3.5 (.75)
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Engaging Tasks. Overall, the teachers reported a mean score of 3.5 (SD = .75). Grades
JK-2 teachers reported a mean score of 3.5 (SD = .71). Grades 3-5 teachers reported a mean
score of 3.8 (SD = .63). Grades 6-8 teachers reported a mean score of 3.4 (SD = .77). Finally, the
Specialists reported a mean score of 3.2 (SD = .81). The magnitude of the means was
approaching or at the midpoint between Agree and Strongly Agree of 3.5. All mean differences
were statistically insignificant (p > .05).
Table 24
Descriptive Statistics for Engaging Tasks by Teachers
Module

Engaging Tasks

M (SD)
JK-2
n=7

3-5
n=5

6-8
n=8

Specialist
n=3

Total
n = 23

3.5 (.71)

3.8 (.63)

3.4 (.77)

3.2 (.81)

3.5(.75)

Planning Instructional Units. Overall, the teachers reported a mean score of 3.7 (SD =
.69). Teachers were broken down into four subgroups, by hallway assignments at RCS: JK-2, 35, 6-8, and Specialists. All teachers were in-person so they were not surveyed on their distance
teaching. However, they were asked to consider all students. JK-2 teachers reported a mean score
of 3.6 (SD = .53). 3-5 teachers reported a mean score of 3.7 (SD = .68). 6-8 teachers reported a
mean score of 3.7 (SD = .63). Finally, the Specialists reported a mean score of 3.5 (SD = .74).
The magnitude of the means was at or above the midpoint between Agree and Strongly Agree of
3.5. All mean differences were statistically insignificant (p > .05).
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Table 25
Descriptive Statistics for Planning Instructional Units by Teachers
Module

Planning
Instructional
Units

M (SD)
JK-2
n=7

3-5
n=5

6-8
n=8

Specialist
n=3

Total
n = 23

3.6 (.53)

3.7 (.68)

3.7 (.63)

3.5 (.74)

3.7 (.69)

Feedback and Assessment. Overall, the teachers reported a mean score of 3.3 (SD =
.80). Grades JK-2 teachers reported a mean score of 3.3 (SD = .72). Grades 3-5 teachers reported
a mean score of 3.4 (SD = .84). Grades 6-8 teachers reported a mean score of 3.2 (SD = .84).
Finally, the Specialists reported a mean score of 3.3 (SD = .86). The magnitude of the means was
approaching the midpoint between Agree and Strongly Agree of 3.5. All mean differences were
statistically insignificant (p > .05).
Table 26
Descriptive Statistics for Feedback and Assessment by Teachers
Module

M (SD)
JK-2
n=7

Feedback,
Assessment, and 3.3 (.72)
Planning

3-5
n=5

6-8
n=8

Specialist
n=3

Total
n = 23

3.4 (.84)

3.2 (.84)

3.3 (.86)

3.3 (.80)

Technology Use for Instruction. Overall, the teachers reported a mean score of 2.6 (SD
= 1.01). Grades JK-2 teachers reported a mean score of 1.9 (SD = .98), falling just below
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Disagree on the 4-point scale. Grades 3-5 teachers reported a mean score of 2.3 (SD = .96),
falling below the midpoint between Agree and Disagree on the 4-point scale. Grades 6-8
teachers reported a mean score of 3.3 (SD = .86). Finally, the Specialists reported a mean score
of 2.9 (SD = .62).
Table 27
Descriptive Statistics for Technology by Teachers
Module

Technology

M (SD)
JK-2
n=7

3-5
n=5

6-8
n=8

Specialist
n=3

Total
n = 23

1.9 (.98)

2.3 (.96)

3.3 (.86)

2.9 (.62)

2.6 (1.01)

Grade 6-8 teachers had a statistically significant higher mean than all three other subgroups: JK2 [t(13) = 3.79, p < .01], 3-5 [t(11) = 2.7, p = .02], and Specialist [t(9) = 1.01, p < .01]. Grade 35 teachers had a statistically significant higher mean than JK-2 teachers [t(10) = .81, p < .01] and
a statistically significant lower mean than Specialist [t(6) = -1.41, p < .01]. Finally, JK-2
teachers had a statistically significant lower mean then Specialists [t(8) = -2.07, p < .01].
Table 28
T-statistics Between Teacher Groups for Technology
Participants

JK-2

3-5

JK-2

-

3-5

0.81**

-

6-8

3.79**

2.70*

-

Specialists

-2.07**

-1.41**

1.01**

* = p < .05. ** = p < .01.
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6-8

Specialists

-

Students
Students were surveyed using a 4-point Likert scale with 1 being Strongly Disagree to 4
being Strongly Agree. Questions 9-13 focused on clarity, Questions 14-18 focused on engaging
tasks, Questions 19-23 focused on planning instructional units, Questions 24-28 focused on
feedback, assessment and planning, and questions 32-34 focused on the use of technology. A
total of 87 Grade 3-5 students responded to the survey and 83 Grade 6-8 students responded (n =
170). Students were broken down into two subgroups, those who were in-person and those who
were distanced (receiving synchronous instruction). Students were further broken down into
another subcategory by grade level groupings (Grades 3-5 and 6-8). Google Sheets was used to
calculate the mean and standard deviation.
Clarity. Overall, all students reported a mean score of 3.35 (SD = .84). In-person
students reported a mean score of 3.4 (SD = .84) while distanced students reported a mean score
of 3.3 (SD = .83). In 3-5 in-person students reported a mean score of 3.4 (SD = .85) and
distanced students, a mean score of 3.4 (SD = .81). In grades 6-8 in-person students reported a
mean score of 3.3 (SD = .80) while distanced students reported a mean score of 3.2 (SD = .84).
Table 29
Descriptive Statistics for Clarity by Students
Clarity

M (SD)
3-5
n = 87

6-8
n = 83

Total
n = 170

In-Person

3.4 (.85)

3.3 (.80)

3.4 (.84)

Distanced

3.4 (.81)

3.2 (.84)

3.3 (.83)
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There was a statistically significant difference between in-person 3-5 students and distanced 3-5
students [t(85) = -6,77, p < .01]. In-person 6-8 students had a statistically significant higher mean
than distanced 6-8 students [t(81) = -2.4, p = .02]. While there was a statistical significance
between in-person 3-5 students and distanced 6-8 students as well as distanced 3-5 students and
in-person 6-8 students, it has no practical significance for this study. All other mean differences
were statistically insignificant (p > .05).
Table 30
T-statistics Between Student Groups for Clarity
Participants

3-5 In-Person

3-5 Distanced

6-8 In-Person

3-5 In-Person

-

3-5 Distanced

-6.77**

-

6-8 In-Person

-1.92

3.21**

-

6-8 Distanced

-5.56**

1.23

2.40*

6-8 Distanced

-

* = p < .05. ** = p < .01.
Engaging Tasks. Overall, all students reported a mean score of 3.3 (SD = .88). In-person
students reported a mean score of 3.4 (SD = .85) while distanced students reported a mean score
of 3.2 (SD = .92). In 3-5 in-person students reported a mean score of 3.4 (SD = .85) and
distanced students, a mean score of 3.4 (SD = .90). In Grades 6-8, in-person students reported a
mean score of 3.3 (SD = .85) while distanced students reported a mean score of 3.1 (SD = .92).
All magnitudes of the means fall between Agree and Strongly Agree on the 4-point scale. All
mean differences were statistically insignificant (p > .05).

76

Table 31
Descriptive Statistics for Engaging Tasks by Students
Engaging Tasks

M (SD)
3-5
n = 87

6-8
n = 83

Total
n = 170

In-Person

3.4 (.85)

3.3 (.85)

3.4 (.85)

Distanced

3.4 (.90)

3.1 (.92)

3.2 (.92)

Planning Instructional Units. Overall, all students reported a mean score of 3.25 (SD =
.87). In-person students reported a mean score of 3.3 (SD = .87) while distanced students
reported a mean score of 3.2 (SD = .89). In 3-5 in-person students reported a mean score of 3.3
(SD = .89) and distanced students, a mean score of 3.3 (SD = .88). In Grades 6-8 in-person
students reported a mean score of 3.3 (SD = .84) while distanced students reported a mean score
of 3.2 (SD = .89). All magnitudes of the means fall between Agree and Strongly Agree on the 4point scale. All mean differences were statistically insignificant (p > .05).
Table 32
Descriptive Statistics for Planning Instructional Units by Students
Planning Instructional
Units

M (SD)
3-5
n = 87

6-8
n = 83

Total
n = 170

In-Person

3.3 (.89)

3.3 (.84)

3.3 (.91)

Distanced

3.3 (.88)

3.2 (.89)

3.2 (.89)
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Feedback and Assessment. Overall, all students reported a mean score of 3.2 (SD =
.93). In-person students reported a mean score of 3.3 (SD = .91) while distanced students
reported a mean score of 3.1 (SD = .95). In 3-5 in-person students reported a mean score of 3.3
(SD = .94) and distanced students, a mean score of 3.2 (SD = .96). In Grades 6-8 in-person
students reported a mean score of 3.3 (SD = .88) while distanced students reported a mean score
of 3.1 (SD = .94). All magnitudes of the means fall between Agree and Strongly Agree on the 4point scale. All mean differences were statistically insignificant (p > .05).
Table 33
Descriptive Statistics for Feedback and Assessment by Students
Feedback and
Assessment

M (SD)
3-5
n = 87

6-8
n = 83

Total
n = 170

In-Person

3.3 (.94)

3.3 (.88)

3.3 (.91)

Distanced

3.2 (.96)

3.1 (.94)

3.1 (.95)

Technology Use for Instruction. Overall, all students reported a mean score of 2.75 (SD
= .99). In-person students reported a mean score of 2.7 (SD = .98) while distanced students
reported a mean score of 2.8 (SD = 1.01). In 3-5 in-person students reported a mean score of 2.6
(SD = .99) and distanced students, a mean score of 2.8 (SD = .97). In grades 6-8 in-person
students reported a mean score of 2.8 (SD = .97) while distanced students reported a mean score
of 2.9 (SD = 1.04). All magnitudes of means were below Agree on the 4-point scale.
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Table 34
Descriptive Statistics for Technology by Students
Technology

M (SD)
3-5
n = 87

6-8
n = 83

Total
n = 170

In-Person

2.6 (.99)

2.8 (.97)

2.7 (.98)

Distanced

2.8 (.97)

2.9 (1.04)

2.8 (1.01)

Distanced 3-5 students had a statistically significant higher mean than in-person 3-5 students
[t(85) = -2.1, p = .04]. In-person 6-8 had a statistically significant higher mean than in-person 3-5
students [t(117) = -3.5, p < .01]. While there was a statistical significance between in-person 3-5
students and distanced 6-8 students, it has no practical significance for this study. All other
mean differences were statistically insignificant (p > .05).
Table 35
T-statistics Between Student Groups for Technology
Participants

3-5 In-Person

3-5 Distanced

6-8 In-Person

3-5 In-Person

-

3-5 Distanced

-2.10*

-

6-8 In-Person

-3.50**

-0.46

-

6-8 Distanced

-3.21**

-0.93

-.073

6-8 Distanced

-

* = p < .05. ** = p < .01.
Parents
Parents were surveyed using a 4-point Likert scale with 1 being Strongly Disagree to 4
being Strongly Agree. Questions 9-13 focused on clarity, Questions 14-18 focused on engaging
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tasks, Questions 19-23 focused on planning instructional units, Questions 24-28 focused on
feedback, assessment and planning, and questions 32-34 focused on the use of technology. A
total of 63 Grade JK-2 parents responded to the survey, 85 Grade 3-5 parents responded, and 96
Grade 6-8 parents responded (n = 244). Parents were broken down into two subgroups, those
who were in-person and those who were distanced (receiving synchronous instruction). Parents
were further broken down into another subcategory by grade level groupings: JK-2, 3-5 and 6-8.
Google Sheets was used to calculate the mean and standard deviation.
Clarity. Overall, all parents reported a mean score of 3.55 (SD = .81). Parents of inperson students reported a mean score of 3.6 (SD = .80) while parents of distanced students
reported a mean score of 3.5 (SD = .83). Parents of JK-2 in-person students reported a mean
score of 3.6 (SD = .79) and parents of distanced students reported a mean score of 3.5 (SD =
.85). Parents of 3-5 in-person students reported a mean score of 3.5 (SD = .84) and parents of
distanced students a mean score of 3.4 (SD = .88). Finally, parents of 6-8 in-person students
reported a mean score of 3.6 (SD = .76) while parents of distanced students reported a mean
score of 3.5 (SD = .81). The magnitude of the means was approaching or at the midpoint
between Agree and Strongly Agree of 3.5. All mean differences were statistically insignificant (p
> .05).
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Table 36
Descriptive Statistics for Clarity by Parents
Clarity

M (SD)
JK-2
n = 63

3-5
n = 85

6-8
n = 96

Total
n = 244

In-Person

3.6 (.79)

3.5 (.84)

3.6 (.76)

3.6 (.80)

Distanced

3.5 (.85)

3.4 (.88)

3.5 (.81)

3.5 (.83)

Engaging Tasks. Overall, all parents reported a mean score of 3.5 (SD = .78). Parents of
in-person students reported a mean score of 3.6 (SD = .77) while parents of distanced students
reported a mean score of 3.4 (SD = .83). Parents of JK-2 in-person students reported a mean
score of 3.7 (SD = .70) and parents of distanced students reported a mean score of 3.5 (SD =
.82). Parents of 3-5 in-person students reported a mean score of 3.6 (SD = .80) and parents of
distanced students a mean score of 3.4 (SD = .82). Finally, parents of 6-8 in-person students
reported a mean score of 3.6 (SD = .77) while parents of distanced students reported a mean
score of 3.5 (SD = .83). The magnitude of the means was approaching or at the midpoint
between Agree and Strongly Agree of 3.5. All mean differences were statistically insignificant (p
> .05).
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Table 37
Descriptive Statistics for Engaging Tasks by Parents
Engaging Tasks

M (SD)
JK-2
n = 63

3-5
n = 85

6-8
n = 96

Total
n = 244

In-Person

3.7 (.70)

3.6 (.80)

3.6 (.77)

3.6 (.77)

Distanced

3.5 (.82)

3.4 (.82)

3.5 (.83)

3.4 (.83)

Planning Instructional Units. Overall, all parents reported a mean score of 3.5 (SD =
.78). Parents were broken down into two subgroups, those who were in-person and those who
were distanced (receiving synchronous instruction). Parents of in-person students reported a
mean score of 3.6 (SD = .77) while parents of distanced students reported a mean score of 3.4
(SD = .84). Parents were further broken down into another subcategory by grade level groupings:
JK-2, 3-5 and 6-8. Parents of JK-2 in-person students reported a mean score of 3.6 (SD = .76)
and parents of distanced students reported a mean score of 3.1 (SD = .90). Parents of 3-5 inperson students reported a mean score of 3.6 (SD = .74) and parents of distanced students a mean
score of 3.4 (SD = .83). Finally, parents of 6-8 in-person students reported a mean score of 3.5
(SD = .80) while parents of distanced students reported a mean score of 3.5 (SD = .79). The
magnitude of the means was approaching or at the midpoint between Agree and Strongly Agree
of 3.5. All mean differences were statistically insignificant (p > .05).
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Table 38
Descriptive Statistics for Planning Instructional Units by Parents
Planning
Instructional
Units

M (SD)

JK-2
n = 63

3-5
n = 85

6-8
n = 96

Total
n = 244

In-Person

3.6 (.76)

3.6 (.74)

3.5 (.80)

3.6 (.77)

Distanced

3.1 (.90)

3.4 (.83)

3.5 (.79)

3.4 (.84)

Feedback and Assessment. Overall, all parents reported a mean score of 3.4 (SD = .84).
Parents of in-person students reported a mean score of 3.4 (SD = .83) while parents of distanced
students reported a mean score of 3.4 (SD = .85). Parents of JK-2 in-person students reported a
mean score of 3.4 (SD = .83) and parents of distanced students reported a mean score of 3.3 (SD
= .92). Parents of 3-5 in-person students reported a mean score of 3.4 (SD = .85) and parents of
distanced students a mean score of 3.4 (SD = .79). Finally, parents of 6-8 in-person students
reported a mean score of 3.5 (SD = .79) while parents of distanced students reported a mean
score of 3.4 (SD = .86). The magnitude of the means was approaching or at the midpoint
between Agree and Strongly Agree of 3.5. All mean differences were statistically insignificant (p
> .05).
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Table 39
Descriptive Statistics for Feedback and Assessment by Parents
Feedback,
Assessment and
Planning

M (SD)

JK-2
n = 63

3-5
n = 85

6-8
n = 96

Total
n = 244

In-Person

3.4 (.83)

3.4 (.85)

3.5 (.79)

3.4 (.83)

Distanced

3.3 (.92)

3.4 (.79)

3.4 (.86)

3.4 (.85)

Technology Use for Instruction. Overall, all parents reported a mean score of 3.0 (SD =
.97). Parents of in-person students reported a mean score of 2.9 (SD = .95) while parents of
distanced students reported a mean score of 3.1 (SD = 1.00). Parents of JK-2 in-person students
reported a mean score of 2.5 (SD = 1.02) and parents of distanced students reported a mean score
of 2.5 (SD = 1.19). Parents of 3-5 in-person students reported a mean score of 2.9 (SD = .93) and
parents of distanced students a mean score of 3.0 (SD = .88). Finally, parents of 6-8 in-person
students reported a mean score of 3.0 (SD = .91) while parents of distanced students reported a
mean score of 3.4 (SD = .94).
Table 40
Descriptive Statistics for Technology by Parents
Technology

M (SD)
JK-2
n = 63

3-5
n = 85

6-8
n = 96

Total
n = 244

In-Person

2.5 (1.02)

2.9 (.93)

3.0 (.91)

2.9 (.95)

Distanced

2.5 (1.19)

3.0 (.88)

3.4 (.94)

3.1 (1.00)
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There was a statistically significant difference between parents of in-person JK-2 students and
parents of distanced JK-2 students [t(61) = -2.97, p = .01]. Parents of distanced 6-8 students had
a statistically significant higher mean than parents of in-person 6-8 students[t(94) = -2.55, p =
.01]. While there was a statistical significance between parents of different age groups, it has no
practical significance for this study. All other mean differences were statistically insignificant (p
> .05).
Table 41
T-statistics Between Parent Groups for Technology
Participants

JK-2 InPerson

JK-2
Distanced

3-5
In-Person

3-5
Distanced

6-8
In-Person

JK-2 InPerson

-

JK-2
Distanced

-2.97**

-

3-5 InPerson

-5.18**

0.51

-

3-5
Distanced

-5.12**

-0.98

-1.77

-

6-8 InPerson

-9.34**

-0.93

-3.20**

0.21

-

6-8
Distanced

-8.56**

-2.28*

-4.05**

-1.88

-2.55**

6-8
Distanced

-

* = p < .05. ** = p < .01.
Integration of Action Research Question #2
Five main domains were reviewed to determine the teacher, student, and parent
prescriptions about academics during distance learning at RCS: clarity; engaging tasks; planning
instructional units; feedback, assessment, and planning; and the use of technology for academic
success. In addition to reporting on the quantitative survey data, a semi-structured interview was
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done with RCS’s hallway leaders to help contextualize the survey results. They were given the
data in advance and were asked for their opinions and insights.
Teachers, students, and parents viewed clarity closely the same. During the semistructured interview, teachers linked clarity with organization and planning instructional units.
Students viewed planning lower than teachers and parents. Teacher D reported, “I’m spread all
across the hallway, so I am constantly in the hallway rummaging through papers and like ‘okay,
can’t find that, plan B.’” “I hate days when I'm not as organized as I wanna be [because] I just
think, ‘what are the kids thinking?’ As a high schooler, I remember the teachers that weren’t
organized, we were like ‘what are you doing?’” said Teacher C. Teacher B added “Like at the
beginning when I’m walking in and I can’t find the microphone or maybe the HDMI3 is not
working, it flusters you.” The interview showed that teachers were feeling overwhelmed in the
moment and worried that the students could feel it. When comparing group means between
stakeholder groups, three group mean differences were statistically significant centered around
clarity. All three group differences reflect students reporting a lower mean for clarity when
compared to their teachers. In-person students in 3-5 reported statistically significant lower
means (M = 3.4) than their teachers (M = 3.6) [t(71) = 6.92, p < .01]. In-person students in 6-8
reported statistically significant lower means (M = 3.3) than their teachers (M = 3.6) [t(60) =
3.39, p < .01]. Distanced students in 6-8 reported statistically significant lower means (M = 3.2)
than their teachers (M = 3.6) [t(36) = 2.8, p = .01]. While there was a statistical significance
between 6-8 teachers and in-person 3-5 students, it has no practical significance for this study.
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Table 42
T-statistics Between Teacher and Student Groups for Clarity
Participants

3-5 Teachers 6-8 Teachers Specialist Teachers

3-5 In-Person Students

6.92**

6.95**

2.09

3-5 Distanced Students

1.14

1.87

-0.76

6-8 In-Person Students

2.44

3.39**

0.75

6-8 Distanced Students

1.83

2.80*

-0.14

* = p < .05. ** = p < .01.

Teachers and parents viewed engaging tasks slightly higher than the students; however,
when broken down there were some larger discrepancies between teacher groups and student
groups. Teacher C said “We can’t do some of the things that we would normally do that get the
kids up and moving.” “There is a big disconnect. We have teachers thinking that they're
engaging tasks and they are not perceiving in that way” added Teacher B. Teacher A pondered
how parents' perceptions were so high. “I’m just curious how parents know because my kids
don’t tell me anything. I’m a little bit surprised because I wouldn’t know.” Teacher B wondered
“if part of it is the kids who are synchronous when their parents come in and out of the room.”
Teachers clearly expressed during the interview that creating engaging tasks during this time was
much more difficult than in prior years and that students seemed to realize it.
Feedback and assessment showed two mean differences between teacher and students. Inperson students in 6-8 reported statistically significant lower means (M = 3.3) than their teachers
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(M = 3.7) [t(60) = 2.16, p = .03]. Distanced students in 6-8 reported statistically significant lower
means (M = 3.2) than their teachers (M = 3.7) [t(36) = 2.47, p = .02]. Again during the semistructured interview, the teachers discussed that this year was more difficult. Teacher B said,
“[there is] less opportunity for the informal feedback. It’s also harder to grade online and to give
meaningful feedback is just much more time-consuming.” Teacher C added “giving feedback to
the synchronous students is very challenging. Reading their work online is so challenging or they
don’t turn in work.”
Table 43
T-statistics Between Teacher and Student Groups for Planning
Participants

3-5 Teachers 6-8 Teachers Specialist Teachers

3-5 In-Person Students

1.82

2.02

0.76

3-5 Distanced Students

1.62

1.81

0.65

6-8 In-Person Students

2.00

2.16*

0.68

6-8 Distanced Students

2.11

2.47*

0.93

* = p < .05. ** = p < .01.
Teachers and students did not view the use of technology for academics as useful as
parents and it was viewed lower overall then all other domains. All student groups reported
means reflecting they disagreed that technology helped their academic success. “It’s harder for
them to use technology independently and it's more of an adult-driven activity” said Teacher D.
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Is part of it fatigue? All of us are spending so much more time and obviously, it was the
only thing that saved even a small part of education last spring. But we all spend so much
more time on the computer: kids, us, everybody and there’s just that fatigue. (Teacher B)
For all subgroups, the means were lower as the age of the children were lower with 6-8
being higher than JK-2. Teachers expressed frustration in both their ability to give feedback and
day-to-day use of technology with students.
Table 44
Overview of Descriptive Statistics for Research Question 2
Module

M (SD)
Teachers
n = 23

Students
n = 170

Parents
n = 244

Teacher Clarity

3.5 (.75)

3.4 (.84)

3.6 (.80)

Engaging Tasks

3.5 (.75)

3.4 (.85)

3.6 (.77)

Planning Instructional
Units

3.7 (.69)

3.3 (.87)

3.6 (.77)

Feedback, and
Assessment

3.3 (.80)

3.3 (.91)

3.4 (.83)

Technology Use for
Academics

2.6 (1.01)

2.7 (.98)

2.9 (.95)
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CHAPTER 5
RECOMMENDATIONS
Moving to distance learning was a necessity for schools around the world due to the
COVID-19 pandemic. Regional Catholic School (RCS) attempted to meet this challenge in
several ways. In the first cycle of this study, during the Spring of 2020, RCS was fully distanced
as mandated by the governor. The Mid-Atlantic Catholic Diocese (MACD) of which RCS is a
member also stated that all schools would be open for in-person learning to start the 2020-2021
school year. The Cycle 1 survey data and the MACD’s decision led to a second cycle of action
research. Students were now learning in-person and concurrently distanced each day.
The purpose of the second cycle of this action research study has been to determine the
ability of RCS to maintain a sense of community and deliver the level of academics stakeholders
had come to expect during in-person and concurrent distance learning in the 2020-2021 school
year. Teacher, student, and parent survey data were used to determine to what degree RCS was
successful. Data collected during this study influenced practice at RCS.
Summary Findings for Study
While the teachers, students and parents varied slightly on each domain, with the
exception of technology use, they were all favorable with means all above 3, or Agree. Overall,
the data showed that teachers, students, and parents agreed that in-person and distance learning
had some success for RCS. The use of technology was essential to ensure distance learning took
place at RCS and is a permanent fixture for in-person learning for most grade levels. While it
was necessary, data showed that it was not perceived as being effective overall for maintaining a
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sense of community nor academics. The mean for technology use was routinely below three.
This points to the use of technology as the biggest area of concern.
Action Research Question #1. In what ways do teachers, students, and parents perceive
that teacher-student relationships, teacher credibility, and use of technology used during
concurrent distance learning promote a sense of community among students?
The main findings from this research question centers around the perception of teacherstudent relationships. In Grades 6-8, teachers reported higher group means than both in-person
and distanced students. In-person students in 6-8 were also higher than their distanced
classmates. Taken together, distanced students in Grades 6-8 reported the worst relationships
with their teachers, but overall 6-8 students felt worse about the relationships with their teachers
when compared to the teachers.
Centered around credibility, teachers, students, and parents generally reported high
means. The exception was between teacher groups. The 6-8 teachers reported statistically
significant higher means over the Specialist teachers.
The use of technology to build and maintain a sense of community seemed to follow a
pattern as the data is analyzed by hallway. As students got older by hallways, there were higher
group means for the use of technology for community building. JK-2 teachers and parents
reported the lowest group means. Teachers, students, and parents of the 3-5 hallway reported
slightly increased means while teachers, students, and parents in 6-8 reported the highest group
means. Within group differences revealed that parents of distanced students agreed that
technology did support a sense of community for their students.
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Action Research Question #2. How did teachers, students, and parents perceive that
clarity, engaging tasks, planning instructional units, feedback, assessment, and use of technology
impacted instruction during concurrent distance learning?
With regards to clarity, in-person students in Grades 3-5 and 6-8 reported a higher
perceived sense of teacher clarity than their distanced peers. Also, 6-8 teachers believed they
were clearer than both their in-person and distanced students. Lastly, 3-5 teachers had a more
positive perception of their clarity than their in-person students.
Engaging tasks, planning instructional units, feedback and assessment, were all generally
reported high means by all three stakeholder groups, meaning they generally agreed these
domains were assisting academic progress. There was one exception regarding planning by 6-8
students, both in-person and distanced, versus the perceptions of the 6-8 teachers. This is to be
expected as students have little to no idea about how teachers plan for instruction.
The most significant finding for RQ2 centered on the use of technology for academic
success. All stakeholder groups except for 6-8 teachers and parents disagreed that technology
helped their academic success. In fact, technology scored lower for its use with academics than it
did for its use to maintain community. Within group differences revealed a few more findings.
Teachers of younger students were more likely to disagree that technology helped their students’
academic progress, for both in-person and distanced. Teachers of 3-5 students felt slightly better
about technology for academics. Teachers of 6-8 students were the most likely to agree that
technology helped their students’ academics. For students, all in-person students disagreed more
than distanced students, revealing they felt stronger that technology did not help their academics.
Finally, parents followed the same pattern by hallway as the teachers, disagreeing less as you
move from JK-2, 3-5, and 6-8.
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Discussion
The findings from the study illuminate important ideas centered around teacher-student
relationships and use of technology. While most results showed inconsequential or no
differences, there are some that warrant discussion. Given the sample size, those that bore
statistical significance indicated high practical significance. Similarly, some data points that were
not statistically significant are important to discuss.
Perhaps the most compelling finding centered around teacher-student relationships.
Teachers and parents seemingly rated their view of teacher-student relationship than students.
Given the nature of all distanced, largely asynchronous learning in cycle one, the ability to be inperson and concurrent distance in cycle two perhaps influenced parents’ view of teacher-student
relationships. With more immediate contact with the teacher, parents seemed to think their
students’ relationship with the teacher was stronger. Similarly, teachers’ perception of stronger
relationships could have been influenced with the satisfaction of being back in the building with
most of the students, able to interact with all students in real-time daily.
Conversely, students overall had a less favorable view of relationships with their
teachers. Perhaps the physical distancing and the lack of small group instruction played a factor,
as it is harder to form relationships. In addition, classroom set-up had an impact on the teacherstudent experience. Teachers had to try to find a way to teach to the students in the classroom
and at-home concurrently. In middle school particularly, grade levels were taught as a whole
group due to building constraints, leaving teachers to juggle more students at the same time, both
in class and at home.
Not only did I experience this as a principal, but as a father to my son learning at home
most of the year. On several occasions he commented that he felt that “he was just there and not
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really part of the group.” When he returned to the classroom, it was clearly evident that his
relationship with his teachers improved.
The other noteworthy finding was regarding the use of technology for promoting a sense
of community and furthering academics. For the most part, all stakeholders disagreed that
technology helped community or academics, despite intentional decisions made between cycles
one and two to help everyone’s experience with technology. Google Chat had the overall lowest
means in all groups, driving the overall mean down. This is likely because not all teachers and
students used Chat. Another factor contributing to the use of technology being less favored is the
fact that it was new to most teachers and it was used in a different way. Due to the fast nature to
adapt it, training was limited. The danger moving forward is falling back to antiquated
technological policies and procedures. It is clear that teachers were not at the level of
technological fluency as that of their students. Teachers need to find a way to meet the students
where they are and utilize the benefits technology can provide, even if the transition is
uncomfortable.
Implications for Policy and Practice
This study generated changes for policies and procedures at RCS and its approach to
concurrent distance learning. Table 45 lists the substantive findings and five related
recommendations.
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Table 45
Study Findings and the Related Policy and Procedure Recommendations
Findings

Related Recommendations

Teachers rated relationship
with students higher than
students rated relationships
with teachers

R1: Provide specific training for advisory and mindset
practices and allow time in the schedule for time for
teacher/student relationship building.

Technology used by RCS
struggled to maintain
community.

R2: Use the IT coordinator to identify meaningful tools
to help students feel more connected.

Technology used by RCS
struggled to maintain the
expected level of academics.

R4: The IT coordinator and teacher experts will create
training to standardize the use of Google Classroom for
instruction, feedback and assessment.

R3: Provide teacher training on specific technologies to
build and maintain a sense of community.

R5: Provide training in backwards planning when
technology is involved to ensure that distance learners
experience aligned assessment, curriculum, and
instruction.

Recommendation 1. To address lower student means in teacher-student relationships,
teachers of Grades 6-8 at RCS will be given training in an advisory program. This program will
place students in mixed grade-level groups with a specific adult from the school. All distanced
students will be assigned to the same advisory group, with one adult who will be able to utilize
the technology available at RCS. Students will stay with that adult in Grades 6-8 until they
graduate. If a student returns in-person, they will still meet with the same advisor and student
group digitally despite being in the building. By staying with the same adult, the advisory groups
will allow for a deep bond to form over the years they are together. It will also provide the
students opportunities for leadership and mentoring.
95

The advisors will be trained in a specific framework of what advisory periods should look
and feel like. First, advisors will be given discussion stems and practice interactions in small
groups to help advisors appear approachable and trustworthy to all students. Further, they will
receive a structure of the advisory period so that all groups have similar experiences and
worthwhile discussions. Finally, a communal topic list will be provided to advisors that is both
developmentally and topically relevant to their advisees. This list will be developed by the
administration and teacher leaders of RCS.
Acknowledging the advisory program will need to happen outside of the regular, singlegrade classroom, the administration at RCS will create dedicated time during the school day so
that the newly formed advisory groups have a specific time to meet. Advisors will eat lunch each
day throughout the first quarter of the school year with their group and once per week for the
remaining quarters. In addition, advisory groups will meet once per week for a 20-minute block
in the schedule. The administration must ensure that this block is protected and supported for the
program to have success.
Recommendation 2. The action research team will work to address the issue of distanced
students feeling less of a connection to the classroom and their teacher. Several
recommendations emerged. According to the IT coordinator, it was quite difficult for distanced
students to hear the interactions with their peers throughout the lessons. To address this,
directional microphones will be needed for each classroom with distanced students. In addition,
acoustic paneling is needed to reduce background noise in those classrooms. The IT coordinator
further recommended that each distanced student be represented by a monitor and speakers at
each distanced students’ desk, so that both the distanced and in-person students could see and
hear one another. The action research team acknowledged that these practices would enhance
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distanced students' feeling of community. Teachers and the IT coordinator did not recommend
making changes to the use of Google Meet to interact with distanced students as this software
worked reasonably well and continues to be updated by Google.
Recommendation 3. The Action Research team will request that teachers use the
technology resources at their disposal (e.g., Google Meet, Google Chat, Gmail, Seesaw) to ask
students their perceptions of what works best for check-ins and communication. Recognizing
some students might prefer the digital method they are most comfortable using, teachers should
give the students all available communication options and be accommodating to the students’
preferences. This guidance is grounded in helping teachers be open to meeting students where
they are rather than rigidity to teacher needs and preferences.
Recommendation 4. The IT coordinator has observed all teachers’ use of Google
Classroom and has worked with the software himself. He has used this expertise, as well as
teacher exemplars, to create a training manual for all RCS teachers in the use of Google
Classroom. Training will be given through the end of the 2020-2021 school year. A digital
reference guide will also be provided for access over the summer as teachers are designing their
curriculum, instruction, and assessment. Finally, a refresher training will be provided at the
beginning of the 2021-2022 school year. All of this is aimed at standardizing the use of Google
Classroom for better clarity, feedback, and assessment (Fisher et al., 2020).
Recommendation 5. Technology is an integral part of making concurrent distanced
learning successful. However, given the low perception of its success within cycle two of action
research, teachers will be trained in backward design when planning instructional units for the
next school year. Utilizing backward design will help teachers start with the end in mind
(Wiggins & McTighe, 2011), usually meaning the summative assessment. Rather than selecting
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a topic, instructional method, or resource, teachers will determine what they want the learning
outcome or product to be. All technology chosen should specifically support these learning
outcomes or products. Technology should not be used just for technology's sake. Finding
software to create a lesson around is not always necessary for a lesson to have success with both
in-person and distanced learners learning concurrently. RCS found success with science labs in
middle school where distanced learners were given the same materials as in-person students and
executed the lab at home. The use of backward design will help foster best practices of planning
instructional units (Fisher et al., 2020).
Limitations
The most significant limitation to the study was the role of the researcher as principal.
While there was a general feeling of openness and sharing amongst the staff, there is a level of
obedience to new policies and procedures that must be taken into account. Teachers knowing
that I received the data from the survey may not have answered as candidly. Similar biases could
be found with surveys administered to parents.
There were also limitations centered around sample size. Given a relatively small sample
size of less than 250, inferential statistics could be influenced. Teachers, students, and parents
were not required to answer the survey, so the data collected was limited to those who
volunteered to answer. This could have created participant bias with quick turn-around times at a
rather hectic time. Another potential concern with survey results center around word choice of
certain items. Survey items were written for all age levels surveyed; however, the phrase “use of
technology” could have been interpreted differently by stakeholders taking the survey.
Because of the hierarchical structure of the MACD, RCS was not able to take every
action that is found through the study. RCS was also bounded by local and state decisions
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regarding public health and safety. Financial considerations also had to be made. The action
research team, due to limitations set by the MACD, could only serve in an advisory capacity. A
potential major limitation was the pandemic itself. There were unknowns of the government once
again shutting down the schools, illness in the building forcing quarantines, or the introduction of
a vaccine. Each of these could have drastically changed the study and responses to the
interventions being used.
Further Research
While RCS served as the location for this study, its very nature increased the need for
further research. While this study did provide RCS with some answers and recommendations,
these can be explored in more depth. The first line of further research that should be employed is
replication of this second action research cycle at all MACD schools. This will not only help
each of those schools on an individual level but help MACD collectively make more informed
choices around policies and procedures.
Additionally, more quantitative work directly with the youngest learners (JK-2) on their
perceptions and experiences with distance learning is needed as it was left out of this study. It is
important to glean insights into the perceptions of all students. This can be achieved by the
creation and validation of a self-report measure that those students can understand.
Next, the inclusion of all teacher voices, in the form of qualitative data, would be an
important addition. While this study assumes that teacher hallway leaders accurately represent all
teacher voices, this additional qualitative data will ensure that themes found in this study indeed
reflect the views of all staff. This additional measure also has the potential to increase teacher
buy-in and make them feel more integral to the process.
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It will be important as well to include qualitative views of the students. Additional
information gleaned from student focus groups has the ability to help shape the way teachers
approach instruction and assessment. A protocol for the focus groups will need to be created and
tested for validity. It would be ideal that students are interviewed by a trusted teacher or
administrator that they have a relationship with so that they feel open to express their views,
even if they reflect badly on the school. Lastly, the like-student groups should be considered
(e.g., same class, same grade, etc.) in order for students to feel as comfortable speaking within
the group as possible.
Finally, continuing to utilize best practices for not only concurrent distanced learners, but
in-person learners, especially in regards to technology, is an area that needs further exploration.
While technology was utilized by RCS to ensure that the 2020-2021 school year was possible, it
was clear that all stakeholders did not agree that it was useful. Research on how technology can
be better used, both hardware and software, will be vital to the success of maintaining concurrent
distanced and in-person learning.
Summary
Distance learning may have been thrust upon the world due to COVID-19; however, it
has far reaching implications once the pandemic is under more control. Teaching strategies,
whether in-person or distanced, play a vital role in the education of students. Teacher-student
relationships form the foundation for academic success (Fisher et al., 2020). The pandemic shone
a light on education and helped to highlight inequalities that have been there all along.
Fortunately, RCS benefited from being able to offer in-person and concurrent distanced
synchronous instruction to its students and families during the 2020-2021 academic year. A
deeper look at subgroups and the teacher interview showed that there was improvement needed
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in relationship building and the use of technology for both building and maintaining a sense of
community and for academics.
RCS was able to offer concurrent synchronous distanced and in-person learning to its
students for the entirety of the 2020-2021 school year. RCS was able to have some success
providing distance learning; however, teachers, students, and parents agreed that RCS’s use of
technology did not meet their standards.
Schools across the globe may indeed try to continue to offer distance learning to students
seeking alternatives to in-person learning. This affords the education community the opportunity
to look at the way we educate students and make necessary changes.
But this is early days and a more intense [scrutiny] of a school can help begin the
important research on the positive and negative effects, such that we can reflect on
adapting the current grammar of schooling to disrupt or at least improve the impact of
more students. The greatest travesty of the COVID disruption is not learning from it, and
bringing back wiser. J. Hattie (personal communication, April 30, 2021)
In line with these sentiments, the COVID disruption to schooling gave RCS and MACD a
time to reflect and rebuild schooling based on best practices and the needs of their teachers,
students, and parents.
RCS also used this study to review policies and procedures that were in place before the
pandemic and those that needed to change during the pandemic. It did this to determine what
needed to be reinstated, what needed to remain changed, and what needed to become a mix of
the two to become a better version of RCS to start the 2021-2022 school year. Not only will
concurrent distance learning continue at RCS in the future, but teaching of in-person students
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will evolve as well. This study has the power to impact the lives of RCS’s students for years to
come.
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Appendix A
Module Survey Research Question Alignment
Survey Item

Teacher

Student

Parent

RQ

Relationships
1

I have a positive
relationship with all
student(s)?

I have a positive
relationship with my
teacher(s)?

2

I make all students
feel welcome in the
classroom.

My teacher makes me My child feels
feel welcome in the
welcome in the
classroom.
classroom.

3

I take steps to ensure
that all students are
treated with equity.

My teacher makes
sure all of my
classmates are treated
equally.

My child’s teacher
creates an
environment of
equality for all.

1

4

I create an
environment in
which errors are
valued in the
classroom

My teacher creates an
environment where
it’s okay to make
mistakes.

My child’s teacher
recognizes mistakes
as a first step of
success.

1

Student

Parent

Teacher

My child has a
1
positive relationship
with their teacher(s)?
1

Credibility
5

I act in a way that all
students can trust
me.

I trust my teacher.

I trust my child’s
teacher(s).

1

6

I feel I know my
content well enough
to make all lessons
coherent, organized,
and accurate.

My teacher knows
what he/she is talking
about.

My child’s teacher
knows the content
they are teaching my
child.

1

7

I show excitement
for all the content I
teach.

My teacher is excited
about what he/she
teaches.

My child’s teacher is 1
excited about what
he/she teaches.

8

I find a way to
involve all students

My teacher gets to
know me.

My child’s teacher
makes an effort to
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1

in my lessons.

get to know my child
individually.

Teacher

Student

Parent

Clarity
9

I make it a point to
communicate what
success looks like to
my students in all
lessons.

I know how to be
successful in class.

My child’s teacher
communicates what
success looks like
for his/her class.

2

10

I keep my classroom
organized.

My teacher keeps
his/her class
organized.

My child’s teacher
keeps his/her class
organized.

2

11

I always have a
thorough plan for
each lesson.

I can tell my teacher
has a plan for each
class.

I can tell my child’s
teacher has a plan
for each class.

2

12

I make direct
What I learn in class
connections from my matters to real life.
content to real-world
situations.

My child’s teacher
related class content
to the real-world.

2

13

I tie learning
objectives to each
lesson in a way
students understand.

I know what my
child’s learning
objectives are.

2

I know what I am
supposed to learn
with each lesson.

Teacher

Student

Parent

14

I actively involve all
students in each
lesson.

My teacher
encourages me to
participate in lessons.

My child’s teacher
involves him/her
throughout the day.

2

15

I ensure all students
are working to their
fullest potential.

I know I must work
hard to be successful.

My child works hard
in school.

2

16

I make all students
feel comfortable in
my classes.

I feel happy in my
classes.

My child is happy at
school.

2

Engaging Tasks

104

17

I plan purposefully
to encourage
discussion over
lecture.

My teacher
My child’s teacher is 2
encourages discussion engaging.
with students rather
than lecture to them.

18

I utilize the schedule
to enhance
educational
opportunities.

Because of my
schedule, I can learn
well.

Teacher

Student

My child’s schedule 2
enables them to learn
well
Parent

Planning
Instructional
Units
19

I model the content
for my students
when delivering
lessons

My teacher models
what I need to learn

My child is shown
how to complete the
work in order to be
successful

2

20

I provide
opportunities for
students to
collaborate

My teacher provides
opportunities for
students to
collaborate

My child
collaborates with
classmates

2

21

I purposely ask
open-ended
questions to facilitate
class discussion

My teacher uses
open-ended questions
to facilitate
discussion

My child is able to
participate in class
discussions

2

22

I assign practice
work for specific
goals

My teacher gives
helpful practice not
busy work

My child’s work has
a purpose

2

23

I ensure students
know how to be
successful

I understand what
success looks like

My child knows how 2
to be successful in
class

Teacher

Student

Parent

I set my own goals in
class

My child sets goals.

Feedback,
Assessment,
and Grading
24

I facilitate goal
setting with all my
students
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2

25

I foster a classroom
where mistakes are
celebrated

I feel that I am able to My child is able to
make mistakes
make mistakes
without repercussion

26

I provide specific
feedback throughout
the lesson to all
students

My teacher provides
feedback throughout
the lesson

27

I ensure all students I understand how my
understand how their work is graded
work is graded

My child’s teacher
provides clear
criteria for grading

28

I use feedback to
create a dialogue
with all students
about their goals

My teacher helps my 2
child achieve their
learning goals

I think the feedback
from my teacher
helps me meet my
goals.

Teacher

Student

2

My child is able to
2
share feedback given
from the teacher
2

Parent

Technology
29

Google Classroom
helps me feel
connected

Google Classroom
helps me feel
connected

Google Classroom
helps me feel
connected

1

30

Google meet helps
me feel connected

Google meet helps
me feel connected

Google meet helps
me feel connected

1

31

Google Chat helps
me feel connected

Google Chat helps me Google Chat helps
feel connected
me feel connected

1

32

Google Classroom
helps me facilitate
learning

Google Classroom is
good at helping me
learn

Google Classroom is 2
good at helping my
child learn

33

Google Meet helps
Google Meet is good
me facilitate learning at helping me learn

Google Meet is good 2
at helping my child
learn

34

Google Chat helps
Google Chat is good
me facilitate learning at helping me learn

Google Chat is good
at helping my child
learn
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APPENDIX B
Teacher Survey
https://docs.google.com/forms/d/1-ZtmIQL1pQDZw0H0ezIdJXRDa4QrEyIFrEqCuCa-3r8/edit
The following survey is being used by an action research team for a study to benefit
Charlottesville Catholic School. All efforts will be made to ensure your answers are anonymous.
We hope that you will spend a few minutes to complete this survey as your insights are helpful to
create more understanding surrounding ways to assist the school. Your participation is voluntary
and you may skip any items that you do not feel comfortable answering, you may discontinue
participation in this study at any time. Please contact Dr. Tom Ward at William & Mary School
of Education (tjward@wm.edu) if you have any concerns about this study. Continuation with the
survey will be construed as informed consent. Please answer each question by selecting one of
the answers: 1 - strongly disagree, 2 - disagree, 3 - agree, or 4 - strongly agree.
Please select which team you are on at CCS.
● JK-2
● 3-5
● Middle School
● Specialists
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.
6.

I have a positive relationship with all student(s).
I make all students feel welcome in the classroom.
I take steps to ensure that all students are treated with equity.
I create an environment in which errors are valued in the classroom
I act in a way that all students can trust me.
I feel I know my content well enough to make all lessons coherent, organized, and
accurate.
7. I show excitement for all the content I teach.
8. I find a way to involve all students in my lessons.
9. I make it a point to communicate what success looks like to my students in all lessons.
10. I keep my classroom organized.
11. I always have a thorough plan for each lesson.
12. I make direct connections from my content to real-world situations.
13. I tie learning objectives to each lesson in a way students understand.
14. I actively involve all students in each lesson.
15. I ensure all students are working to their fullest potential.
16. I make all students feel comfortable in my classes.
17. I plan purposefully to encourage discussion over lecture.
18. I utilize the schedule to enhance educational opportunities.
19. I model the content for my students when delivering lessons
20. I provide opportunities for students to collaborate
21. I purposely ask open-ended questions to facilitate class discussion.
22. I assign practice work for specific goals.
23. I ensure students know how to be successful
24. I facilitate goal setting with all my students
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25. I foster a classroom where mistakes are celebrated
26. I provide specific feedback throughout the lesson to all students
27. I ensure all students understand how their work is graded
28. I use feedback to create a dialogue with all students about their goals
29. Google Classroom helps me feel connected.
30. Google Meet helps me feel connected.
31. Google Chat helps me feel connected.
32. Google Classroom enhances my students' learning.
33. Google Meet enhances my students' learning.
34. Google Chat enhances my students' learning.
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APPENDIX C
RESEARCH PARTICIPANT INFORMATION AND PARENT PERMISSION FOR
CHILD(REN)’S CONSENT
Student Survey Consent Letter
STUDY TITLE: MAINTAINING HIGH-QUALITY ACADEMICS AND COMMUNITY IN
DISTANCE A LEARNING: A COVID-19 ACTION RESEARCH CASE STUDY
Researcher: Michael Riley; mjriley@wm.email.edu; 434-964-0400
NOTE: In this consent form, “you” always refers to the research participant. In this case, this is
your child(ren) who is a student, and whose school has agreed to participate in the research
study.
ABOUT THIS CONSENT FORM
You are being invited to allow your child(ren) to participate in a research study. It is important
that you carefully think about whether being in this study is right for you and your
situation.
This consent form is meant to assist you in thinking about whether or not you want your
child(ren) to be in this study. Please ask the Researcher to explain any information in this
consent document that is not clear to you.
Your participation is voluntary. You may decide not to participate in this study. If you do
participate, you may withdraw from the study at any time. Your decision not to take part or to
withdraw will involve no penalty or loss of benefits to which you are otherwise entitled.
AN OVERVIEW OF THE STUDY AND KEY INFORMATION
Why is this study being done?
The purpose of this research study is to find out the perceptions of teachers, students, and parents
about the sense of community and satisfaction of teaching strategies during distance learning. I
think that opportunities for students to engage in-person and synchronously with their teachers
can continue to give students a sense of community and continue academic rigor during a global
pandemic. This study will allow us to learn more about this idea and see if it can be useful
beyond this unique time.
What will happen if I participate?
In this study, your child(ren) will be asked to do the following things:
1. Take a survey
Approximately 220 students will participate in this study.
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WHAT RISKS AND DISCOMFORTS COULD I EXPERIENCE FROM BEING IN THE
STUDY?
Non-Physical Risks
Participation in research might involve some loss of privacy. There is a small risk that someone
outside the research study could see and misuse information about you.
Questionnaires may contain questions that are personal nature. You may refuse to answer any
question that makes you feel uncomfortable.
Unknown or Unforeseeable Risks
The researchers will let you know about any significant new findings (such as additional risks or
discomforts) that might make you change your mind about participating in the study.
CAN I STOP BEING IN THE STUDY?
You can stop being in this research study at any time. Leaving the study will not affect your
medical care, employment status, or academic standing. Tell the study staff if you are thinking
about stopping or decide to stop.
Your participation in this study may be stopped at any time by the investigator without your
consent. The reasons might include:
● Administrative reasons require your withdrawal
HOW WILL INFORMATION ABOUT ME BE PROTECTED?
The research will keep the survey data protected in a password protected file. Your information
may be kept in these databases but are only accessible to individuals working on this study or
authorized individuals who have access for specific research related tasks.
Identifiable information in these databases are not released unless stated in this consent or
required by law. Although results of this research may be presented at meetings or in
publications, identifiable personal information about participants will not be disclosed.
Personal information about you might be shared with or copied by authorized representatives
from the following organizations for the purposes of managing, monitoring and overseeing this
study:
● The study Sponsor, representatives of the sponsor and other collaborating organizations
● Representatives of The College of William and Mary
● Research team members at The College of William and Mary who included in the project
IRB
In general, we will not give you any individual results from the study. Once the study has been
completed, a summary of all of the results will be available by request.
Permission to Store Survey Data for Future Research Studies
Please circle your answer: I agree that my child(ren)’s survey data may be stored and used for
future research as described above.
110

YES

NO

WHOM SHOULD I CONTACT IF I HAVE QUESTIONS ABOUT THE STUDY?
If you have general questions about your rights as a participant in this or any other research, or if
you wish to discuss problems, concerns or questions, to obtain information, or to offer input
about research, you may contact:
Dr. Tom Ward at William & Mary School of Education (tjward@wm.edu)
Do not sign this consent form unless you have had a chance to ask questions and have received
satisfactory answers to all of your questions.
STATEMENT OF CONSENT [AND/OR PARENT/LEGAL GUARDIAN PERMISSION]
I have been provided with an opportunity to read this permission form carefully. All of the
questions that I wish to raise concerning this study have been answered. By signing this
permission form, I have not waived any of the legal rights or benefits to which I [and/or my
child] otherwise would be entitled. My signature indicates that I freely consent to participate
[and/or give permission for my child to participate] in this research study. I will receive a copy of
the consent form [permission form] for my records.

Signature Block for Enrolling Child Participants - Parent/Guardian Permission

________________________________________________
Name of Child/Youth Participant

________________________________________________
Name of First Parent/Legal Guardian (Printed)
Study team – verify that this individual is the child’s parent or legal guardian.
________________________________________________
Required First Parent/Legal Guardian Signature
Date

________________

________________________________________________
Optional Second Parent /Legal Guardian’s Signature
Date

________________
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APPENDIX D
Student Survey
https://docs.google.com/forms/d/1UNU2vTfZE94fzeiFwWKLCPTqQrixC3OaWd3gfSrAOY4/e
dit
The following survey is being used by an action research team for a study to benefit
Charlottesville Catholic School. All efforts will be made to ensure your answers are anonymous.
We hope that you will spend a few minutes to complete this survey as your insights are helpful to
create more understanding surrounding ways to assist the school. Your participation is voluntary
and you may skip any items that you do not feel comfortable answering, You may discontinue
participation in this study at any time. Please contact Dr. Tom Ward at William & Mary School
of Education (tjward@wm.edu) if you have any concerns about this study. Informed consent was
provided by your parent or guardian. Please answer each question by selecting one of the
answers 1 - strongly disagree, 2 - disagree, 3 - agree, or 4 - strongly agree.
Please select what grade level you are in at CCS
● 3-5
● 6-8
Do you attend in-person or virtually?
●
●

In-person
Virtually

1. I have a positive relationship with my teacher(s).
2. My teacher makes me feel welcome in the classroom.
3. My teacher makes sure all of my classmates are treated equally.
4. My teacher creates an environment where it’s okay to make mistakes.
5. I trust my teacher.
6. My teacher knows what he/she is talking about.
7. My teacher is excited about what he/she teaches.
8. My teacher gets to know me.
9. I know how to be successful in class.
10. My teacher keeps his/her class organized.
11. I can tell my teacher has a plan for each class.
12. What I learn in class matters to real life.
13. I know what I am supposed to learn with each lesson.
14. My teacher encourages me to participate in lessons.
15. I know I must work hard to be successful.
16. I feel happy in my classes.
17. My teacher encourages discussion with students rather than lecture to them.
18. Because of my schedule, I can learn well.
19. My teacher models what I need to learn.
20. My teacher provides opportunities for students to collaborate.
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21. My teacher uses open-ended questions to facilitate discussion.
22. My teacher gives helpful practice, not busy work.
23. I understand what success looks like.
24. I set my own goals in class.
25. I feel that I am able to make mistakes.
26. My teacher provides feedback throughout the lesson.
27. I understand how my work is graded.
28. I think the feedback from my teacher helps me meet my goals.
29. Google Classroom helps me feel connected.
30. Google Meet helps me feel connected.
31. Google Chat helps me feel connected.
32. Google Classroom helps me learn.
33. Google Meet helps me learn.
34. Google Chat helps me learn.
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APPENDIX E
Parent Survey
https://docs.google.com/forms/d/1qDRRqiGN-dYdSdGFhXVFe0JFMtjUNSoP07Owla8W1U/edit
The following survey is being used by an action research team for a study to benefit
Charlottesville Catholic School. All efforts will be made to ensure your answers are anonymous.
We hope that you will spend a few minutes to complete this survey as your insights are helpful to
create more understanding surrounding ways to assist the school. Your participation is voluntary
and you may skip any items that you do not feel comfortable answering, You may discontinue
participation in this study at any time. Please contact Dr. Tom Ward at William & Mary School
of Education (tjward@wm.edu) if you have any concerns about this study. Continuation with the
survey will be construed as informed consent.
Please take the survey for each of your child(ren) separately. Please answer each question by
selecting one of the answers 1 - strongly disagree, 2 - disagree, 3 - agree, or 4 - strongly agree.
Please select what grade level group in which your child attends CCS.
● JK-2
● 3-5
● 6-8
Please select if your child attends in-person or virtually.
● In-person
● Virtually
1. My child has a positive relationship with their teacher(s).
2. My child feels welcome in the classroom.
3. My child’s teacher creates an environment of equality for all.
4. My child’s teacher recognizes mistakes as a first step of success
5. I trust my child’s teacher(s).
6. My child’s teacher knows the content they are teaching my child.
7. My child’s teacher is excited about what he/she teaches.
8. My child’s teacher makes an effort to get to know my child individually.
9. My child’s teacher communicates what success looks like for his/her class.
10. My child’s teacher keeps his/her class organized.
11. I can tell my child’s teacher has a plan for each class.
12. My child’s teacher related class content to the real-world.
13. I know what my child’s learning objectives are.
14. My child’s teacher involves him/her throughout the day.
15. My child works hard in school.
16. My child is happy at school.
17. My child’s teacher is engaging.
18. My child’s schedule enables them to learn well.
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19. My child is shown how to complete the work in order to be successful.
20. My child collaborates with classmates.
21. My child is able to participate in class discussions.
22. My child’s work has a purpose.
23. My child knows how to be successful in class.
24. My child sets goals.
25. My child is able to make mistakes without repercussion.
26. My child is able to share feedback given from the teacher.
27. My child’s teacher provides clear criteria for grading.
28. My teacher helps my child achieve their learning goals.
29. Google Classroom helps my child feel connected.
30. Google Meet helps my child feel connected.
31. Google Chat helps my child feel connected.
32. Google Classroom enhances my child's learning.
33. Google Meet enhances my child's learning.
34. Google Chat enhances my child's learning.
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APPENDIX F
Semi-Structured Hallway Leader Focus Group Interviews
“Thank you for consenting to this research study for my action research study at The
College of William and Mary. No information will not be shared outside of this study and every
effort will be made to use pseudonyms and ensure confidentiality. You may choose to stop the
interview at any time and you may choose to decline to answer questions. I would like to record
the interview and personally transcribe it. Are you okay with me audio recording and
transcribing the tape? (Wait for response).
Thank you. The purpose of this interview is to find out the perceptions of teachers,
students, and parents about the sense of community and academics in during distance learning. I
think that opportunities for students to engage in-person and synchronously with their teachers
can continue to give students a sense of community and continue academic rigor during a global
pandemic. This study will allow us to learn more about this idea and see if it can be useful
beyond this unique time. You may opt-out of the study at any time. The data will be confidential,
and will be deleted permanently within one year after the completion of the study. The interview
should last between 45 to 60 minutes. Any questions or clarification I can give before I begin
recording?” (Wait for response).
The interview will begin with showing the data from the teacher, student and parent
surveys. The participants will be asked to give initial thoughts based on the data based on
positive items and items that could require action items to correct.
What are your initial thoughts based on your review of the student data?
Is it what you expected?
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Any surprises?
What are your initial thoughts based on your review of the teacher data?
Is it what you expected?
Any surprises?
What are your initial thoughts based on your review of the parent data?
Is it what you expected?
Any surprises?
Did anything stand out to you when comparing data points?

Now let's discuss community and how you all have built and maintained in your classrooms.
How would you define classroom community?
How did this year differ for you or your team in creating and maintaining that sense of
classroom community?
What can the survey data and your own or your teams’ experiences in your classrooms tell us
about:
●

Student-teacher relationships?

●

How you/they Established and maintained credibility

Now let's discuss our performance in terms of Academics you and your team use with our inperson and distance learners. What can the survey and your own experiences in your classrooms
tell us about:
●

Establishing and maintaining clarity

●

Planning instructional activities

●

Engaging tasks
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●

Feedback and assessments
Data showed that technology was viewed more unfavorably then all other factors. Why

do you think that is?
“Is there anything else you would like to add?”
Thank you for your time and participation.
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APPENDIX G
RESEARCH PARTICIPANT INFORMATION AND CONSENT FORM
STUDY TITLE: MAINTAINING HIGH-QUALITY ACADEMICS AND COMMUNITY IN
DISTANCE LEARNING: A COVID-19 ACTION RESEARCH CASE STUDY
Researcher: Michael Riley; mjriley@wm.email.edu; 434-964-0400
NOTE: In this consent form, “you” always refers to the research participant.
ABOUT THIS CONSENT FORM
You are being invited to participate in a research study. It is important that you carefully think
about whether being in this study is right for you and your situation.
This consent form is meant to assist you in thinking about whether or not you want to be in this
study. Please ask the investigator or the study staff to explain any information in this
consent document that is not clear to you.
Your participation is voluntary. You may decide to not participate in this study. If you do
participate, you may withdraw from the study at any time. Your decision not to take part or to
withdraw will involve no penalty or loss of benefits to which you are otherwise entitled.
AN OVERVIEW OF THE STUDY AND KEY INFORMATION
The purpose of this research study is to find out the perceptions of teachers, students, and parents
about the sense of community and satisfaction of teaching strategies during distance learning. I
think that opportunities for students to engage in-person and synchronously with their teachers
can continue to give students a sense of community and continue academic rigor during a global
pandemic. This study will allow us to learn more about this idea and see if it can be useful
beyond this unique time. You may opt-out of the study at any time, and while data will be
confidential, and will be deleted permanently one year after the completion of the study.
Your participation in this study will last up to 45 minutes. Four individuals will participate in this
study.
In general, we will not give you any individual results from the study. Once the study has been
completed, we will send you a summary of all of the results of the study and what they can mean
for your classroom and students.
Please read, or have someone read to you, the rest of this document. If there is anything
you don’t understand, be sure to ask the study staff.
Non-Physical Risks
Participation in research might involve some loss of privacy. There is a small risk that someone
outside the research study could see and misuse information about you.
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Surveys may contain questions that are sensitive in nature. You may refuse to answer any
question that makes you feel uncomfortable.
You may learn things about yourself that you did not know before and that could affect how you
think about yourself.
Unknown or Unforeseeable Risks
The researchers will let you know about any significant new findings (such as additional risks or
discomforts) that might make you change your mind about participating in the study.
CAN I STOP BEING IN THE STUDY?
You can stop being in this research study at any time. Leaving the study will not affect your
employment status. Tell the study staff if you are thinking about stopping or decide to stop.
HOW WILL INFORMATION ABOUT ME BE PROTECTED?
The research will keep the survey data protected in a password protected file. Your information
may be kept in these databases but are only accessible to individuals working on this study or
authorized individuals who have access for specific research related tasks.
Identifiable information in these databases are not released unless stated in this consent or
required by law. Although results of this research may be presented at meetings or in
publications, identifiable personal information about participants will not be disclosed.
Personal information about you might be shared with or copied by authorized representatives
from the following organizations for the purposes of managing, monitoring and overseeing this
study:
● The study Sponsor, representatives of the sponsor and other collaborating organizations
● Representatives of The College of William and Mary
● Research team members at The College of William and Mary who included in the project
IRB
In general, we will not give you any individual results from the study. Once the study has been
completed, a summary of all of the results will be available by request.
Future Research Studies
In the future, identifiers might be removed from the information and samples you provide in this
study, and after that removal, the information/samples could be used for other research studies by
this study team or another researcher without asking you for additional consent.
WHO SHOULD I CONTACT IF I HAVE QUESTIONS ABOUT THE STUDY?
If you have any questions, complaints, or concerns about your participation in this research,
contact:
Michael Riley
(757)876-5277
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mjriley@email.wm.edu
and/or
Dr. Megan Tschannen-Moran
mxtsch@wm.edu
The researcher/study staff named above is the best person(s) to call for questions about your
participation in this study.
If you have questions about your rights as a participant in this or any other research, or any
concerns about this study, you may contact:
Dr. Tom Ward at William & Mary School of Education (tjward@wm.edu)
Contact this email to ask general questions, to obtain information or offer input, and to express
concerns or complaints about research. You may also email if you cannot reach the research
team or if you wish to talk to someone else.
Do not sign this consent form unless you have had a chance to ask questions and have received
satisfactory answers to all of your questions.
STATEMENT OF CONSENT
I have been provided with an opportunity to read this consent form carefully. All of the questions
that I wish to raise concerning this study have been answered. By signing this consent form, I
have not waived any of the legal rights or benefits to which I otherwise would be entitled. My
signature indicates that I freely consent to participate in this research study. I will receive a copy
of the consent form for my records.

Signature Block for Enrolling Adult Participants

________________________________________________
Adult Participant Name (Printed)
________________________________________________
Adult Participant’s Signature

________________
Date

________________________________________________
Name of Person Conducting Consent Discussion (Printed)
________________________________________________
Signature of Person Conducting Consent Discussion

________________
Date

________________________________________________

________________
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Principal Investigator Signature (if different from above)
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Date

APPENDIX H
Approval Request
September 14, 2020
Mrs. Kelly Lazzara Superintendent of Catholic Schools 7800 Carousel Ln Richmond, VA 23294
RE: Permission to Conduct Research Study
Dear Mrs. Lazzara:
I am writing to request permission to conduct a research study at Charlottesville Catholic School.
I am currently enrolled in the Educational Policy, Planning and Leadership Ed.D. program at The
College of William and Mary and am in the process of writing my dissertation.
I hope that you will allow me to survey the students, parents and staff from the school to
anonymously complete multiple times over the fall. Interested students, who volunteer to
participate, will be given a consent form to be signed by their parent or guardian and returned to
the primary researcher at the beginning of the survey process. Parents who volunteer to
participate will also be given consent forms to be signed and returned to the primary researcher.
If approval is granted, participants will complete the survey via Google Forms. The survey
process should take no longer than 10 minutes. The survey results will be pooled for the thesis
project and individual results of this study will remain absolutely confidential and anonymous.
Should this study be published, only pooled results will be documented. No costs will be
incurred by either your school/center or the individual participants.
Your approval to conduct this study will be greatly appreciated. I will follow up with a telephone
call next week and would be happy to answer any questions or concerns that you may have at
that time. You may contact me at my email address: m.riley@cvillecatholic.org.
If you agree, kindly sign below and return. Alternatively, kindly submit a signed letter of
permission on your institution's letterhead acknowledging your consent and permission for me to
conduct this survey/study at your institution.
Sincerely
Mr. Michael Riley
cc: Dr. Tschannen-Moran
Approved by:
Mrs. Kelly Lazzara, Date
1205 Pen Park Road Charlottesville, Virginia 22901 431.964.0400 | (fax) 434.964.1373 |
cvillecatholic.org | info.ccs@cvillecatholic.org
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APPENDIX I
Approval Granted
September 14, 2020
Mr. Michael Riley
Charlottesville Catholic School
1205 Pen Park Road
Charlottesville, VA 22901

RE: Research Study Approval

Dear Mr. Riley,

This letter serves as an official approval for you to conduct your research study at Charlottesville
Catholic School.

I wish you all the best with the survey and the successful completion of your research. I look
forward to reviewing your findings.

If I can be of further assistance in any way, please just let me know.

Sincerely,

Kelly M. Lazzara
Superintendent of Catholic Schools
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